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Current Topics. 


The Law Society’s Report. 

WE PRINT elsewhere the portions of the Annual Report of the 
Council of the Law Society which are of special interest. The 
number of members is 9,056, of whom 4,168 practise in town 
and 4,888 in the country. The net increase for the year is only 
five. Wehave not the total number of practising solicitors, but 
judgirg from the law list, there must be nearly 6,000 in London 
and 17,000 in the country, so that there are a large number, 
especially in the country, who remain outside the society. It has 
frequently been suggested that membership should be compul- 
sory, though we are not aware that this has ever been put 
forward as a practical policy. 


Land Transfer. , 

AS REGARDS the subject of Land Transfer no substantial pro- 
gress appears to have been made since the meeting of the 
Provincial Law Societies in London last July. The Council had 
prepared a scheme under which the law of real and personal 
property would be assimilated, and the registration of title 
would be based on the registration of absolute ownership com- 
bined with cautions. The Provincial Law Societies passed a 
resolution accepting the principle of the scheme, with the judi- 
cious reservation that it should be applied by way of experiment 
to London only. The present Lord Chancellor has received the 
resolution, and has also received a deputation from the Council, 
but all that has transpired is that the subject of the transfer of 
land is receiving his most careful consideration, Both as regards 
this matter, and the changes which Lord LorEBURN had proposed 
in his County Court Bill, legislation appears to have come to a 
stand still. 


Poor Litigants. 

DuRING THE year, however, the Council of the Law Society 
have moved in the matter of proceedings by and against poor 
persons, and the inquiries which have been instituted as to the 
existing organizations for giving assistance, and the means of co- 
ordinating and developing them, have coincided with the issue of 
new Rules of Court, providing generally for litigation in which 
poor persons are interested. The Rules of Court provide, so far 
as practicable, for the conduct of proceedings when litigation has 
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begun or is imminent. The steps which will ultimately be taken 
by the Law Society may usefully supplement the official scheme 
by aiding in the sorting out of meritorious claims, and putting 
them forward, and in shewing how any funds available for 
expenses can be properly employed. 


Counsel’s Fees and Solicitors’ Bills. 


Mr. SAMPSON, in his presidential address at Cardiff last year, 
raised the question of counsel's fees, and of the disparity between 
party and party and solicitor and client costs ; and he advocated 
changes in the mode of making out bills of cost, so as to replace 
the item system by a system of payment by single fees. A 
special committee of the Council was appointed to consider these 
questions. As regards counsel, the chief difficulty appears to be 
in the rule that the junior is entitled to a fixed proportion of his 
leader's fee, notwithstanding that it may be a fee fixed with refer- 
ence to the leader's position, and in excess of what would usually be 
paid. It is suggested that in such a case the extra fee should be 
separately marked as such, and should not be reckoned in arriving 
at the junior’s fee, and this suggestion has been _— on to the 
Bar Council. Whether it will there be favoured remains to be 
seon. As regards party and party costs, it is pointed out that, 
ia principle, these are already an indemnity to the successful 
suitor. This was the object of R.S. C. Ord. 65, r. 27 (29), and if 
the rule has not been so applied in practice, the fault lies with the 
taxing masters. The Council are now considering the desirability 
of making representations to the judges and taxing masters, 
with a view to giving a wider interpretation and more complete 
effect to the language of the rule. As regards the making out 
of bills of costs, in strictness the delivery of an item bill is required 
by section 37 of the Solicitors Act, 1843; but it is pointed out 
that clients will often be willing to waive this requirement, and it 
is suggested that a clause, of which a form is given, should be 
attached to lump sum bills, by which the client would be informed 
of his rights. Failing his objecting, the Council have been 
advised that he would be taken to have waived his right, 
provided, of course, the transaction was entirely fair. 


The Marconi Affair. 


ANGLICAN THEOLOGY, as we all know, distinguishes a man’s 
merits into two kinds, those which come from the observance 
of positive obligations—to fail in which is sin—and those which 
come from the exhibition of exceptional virtue which is not 
demanded of any man. This distinction between duties of 
necessity and works of supererogation seems to have been at the 
back of Mr. AsquitH’s mind when he made his extremely 
able and interesting speech on the Marconi entanglements of 
Cabinet Ministers in the recent parliamentary debate. The 
positive obligations of a Cabinet Minister, or other high official, 
according to Mr. ASQuirH, are three in number: he must not 
barter away public rights in return for corrupt inducements ; he 
must not use for his own profit confidential information upon the 
affairs of Government; and he must not seek to promote his 
private interests at the expense of the public gain. From any 
breach of these positive commandments Sir Rurus Isaacs and 
his fellow-ministers have been acquitted, not only by all sections 
of opinion upon the Marconi Committee and by the House of 
Commons, but by all well-informed members of the public at 
large. “Invincible ignorance,” in unenlightened minds, to 
use the happy phrase of Mr. Justice PHILLIMORE at the 
Chesterton trial, may have breathed in rumours of wild 
suspicion ; but, as Mr. BALFouR very handsomely put it in the 
House, none who have come in contact with the Attorney- 
General and his colleagues have supposed for a moment that 
they would fall short of the high standard of integrity which 
characterizes English public life. But when -a man has per- 
formed all those positive obligations, he is not thereby entitled to 
claim the Monthyon prize for distinguished virtue; that 
requires, in addition, that he should never make any mistake. 
To escape blame, one’s earthly merits must outweigh one’s sins ; 
to deserve a “stained glass window,” to quote Mr. AsQuITH 
again, a public servant must never have fallen short of the 
highest wisdom. Wisdom, in practical affairs, generally means 
simply that kind of intellectual judgment which saves a man 





from getting into an undignified situation; it is not always 
given to the highest character or the clearest brain. That Sir 
Rurvs Isaacs has fallen short, by one little slip, of this highest 
wisdom, he himself has freely and frankly admitted. His pro- 
fessional colleagues and clients, who know his high reputation 
in a great profession, will not be disposed to judge harshly one 
act of negligence, or to throw the first stone at a distinguished 
lawyer, whose career at the bar has always been in accordance 
with the best traditions of scrupulous advocacy. 


Particulars in Libel Actions. 


One oF the least settled branches of practice, probably 
because of the wide latitude it affords to the discretion of judges 
and masters, is that which concerns the principles on which orders 
for further particulars or interrogatories are allowed or refused. 
In libel actions, more especially, it is not very easy to find any 
fixed rules which do not lead one astray in a slightly novel set 
of circumstances. Perhaps, however, three rules may be regarded 
as generally recognized and acted on. The first is that a party 
can only be ordered to give particulars of his facts, not of the 
evidence that he relies on to support his facts. This rule seems 
to follow logically from the principle that a pleading ought to 
contain facts at issue, not evidence. But where a party ought to 
give full particulars, he cannot excuse himself from doing so by 
shewing that his answer will necessarily disclose the name of his 
witnesses : per Lord EsHer, M.R., in Zierenberg v. Labouchere 
(1893, 2Q. B. 183). Another rule is that “fishing” interro a- 
tories or demands for particulars are not allowable; this seems 
generally conceded, but in practice the difficulty is to say when 
such inquiries become fishing. The third rule is that in every 
case where a charge of misconduct is made, the party making it can 
be compelled to make such disclosure as will enable his opponent 
to go to trial prepared with the evidence necessary to meet 
every relevant detail of the charge against him. This last 
principle has just been emphatically reaffirmed by the Court of 
Appeal in Wooton v. Sievier (1913, W. N. 187). This was a libel 
action, in which the plaintiff claimed damages for a 
statement that he had conspired with trainers and jockeys to 
defraud bookmakers and owners of racehorses. The defendants 
pleaded justification ; under an order they delivered particulars 
ranging over three years, specifying a number of raves, horses, 
and jockeys, and alleging toat the plaintiff had on several of 
those occasions conspired with a jockey to “ pull” a horse against 
which he was betting. Further particulars were demanded as 
to (1) names of bookmakers defrauded by plaintiff, (2) amount of 
bets, (3) places, and (4) times of such bets. The Court of 
Appeal has held that (1), (3) and (4) are matters on which the 
plaintiff is entitled to the particulars claimed; he is accused 
of gross, perhaps criminal, misconduct and therefore is entitled 
to receive such detailed information as he would receive before 
trial were ho charged on indictment with a criminal offence. 
Obviously, the names of bookmakers, places and times are 
necessary for this purpose, for the reply to the charge might be 
an alibi, either of the plaintiff or of the bookmaker, and that 
requires previous knowledge of the precisest details in the charge. 
But the effect of such an order is, of course, in many cases, to put 
the defendants out of court almost from the commencement of 
their action. 


The Verdicts of Juries. 

Lorp LINDLEY has addressed to the Times an interesting 
letter which we print elsewhere, in which he makes a sugges- 
tion that does not appear to have been considered worthy of 
recommendation by any member of the Jury Commission. His 
proposal is that in all trials, civil and criminal alike, the verdict of 
a jury should be that of the majority. This system prevails in 
Scotland, where there are fifteen jurymen ; there; too, in a crim- 
inal case, three verdicts are open to a jury, namely, “not guilty,” 
“not proven,” and “ guilty.” We doubt, however, whether such 
an innovation would commend jitself to practitioners who have 
frequent opportunities of observing the English jury system in its 
actual working. To begin with, there are grave objections to a 
majority-verdict when applied to criminal trials. To hang a man 
when eight men consider his guilt proved, while seven regard it as 
doubtful, is opposed to the natural instinct of the plain man. In 
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Scotland, where a small and very law-abiding population is 
almost free from capital crime, such a difficulty may seldom arise ; 
in England, where some 150 persons are charged with homicide 
every year, it would be sure constantly to arise. Moreover, in 
England, the absence of a “non-proven” middle verdict makes 
inferences from Scots procedure misleading. Perhaps, indeed, 
the rule might be made less objectionable by a modification ; 
for conviction, a unanimous verdict might be required, as at 
ata but a majority might be permitted to acquit. We 

lieve, however, that upon a jury a minority in favour of conviec- 
tion usually surrenders its views to a majority which favours 
acquittal ; it is the two or three jurymen who are not convinced 
of a person’s guilt who stand out and render second trials 
necessary. And, after all, how very seldom such hopeless 
disagreement ever does arise in practice ; not once in a hundred 
times! In civil cases the acceptance of a majority-verdict is less 
open to criticism ; but here again it is not very often that juries 
fail to agree in any case in which a majority-verdict would be 
satisfactory. It is usually when some large question arousing 
sentiment and dividing average opinion arises, such as the 
conduct of a respondent in a divorce suit, that twelve jurymen 
find they cannot compromise their differences. In less emotional 
eases, and above all in commercial cases, juries are willing to 
strike an average, and seem quite easily toarrive at a middle 
verdict which fairly represents the balance of opinion amongst 
their members. This, indeed, is the special merit of so-called 
“unanimous verdicts”; in reality they are “compromise- 
verdicts,” whereas in a majority-verdict a one-sided view tends 
to prevail. In the absence of a very strong case for the proposed 
charge, it seems undesirable to apply to juries the methods of 
ascertaining opinion which, of necessity, are adopted by political or 
business associations. 


The Perpetuities Rule and Special Powers. 


A LEARNED contributor, who is a leading authority on con- 
veyancing, sends us the following, with a note in which he tays 
that he is tired of hearing the correctness of Lord PARKER’S 
dictum disputed :—-“ In Re De Sommery (1912, 2 Ch. 622), Lord 
PaRKER laid down the rule that a special power, which is capable 
of being exercised beyond lives in being and twenty-one years 
afterwards, is, by reason of the rule against perpetuities, absolutely 
void. Some doubts have been felt as to the correctness of this 
dictum, but anyone who has grasped the meaning of the rule as 
to perpetuities will see that it is correct. It is a rule of law (see 
Goodeve’s Real Property, 5th ed., p. 292) that ‘No interest in 
property subject to a condition precedent is valid unless the 
condition must be fulfilled, if at all, within, or at least at the 
expiration of, twenty-one years after some life in being at the 
creation of the interest.’ Then at p. 303 it is stated, ‘The 
exercise of a power of appointment is a condition precedent to 
the estates created by its exercise ; it follows that if the power 
can possibly be exercised at a period later than twenty-one years 
after the death of the survivor of persons living at its creation, all 
the estates conferred by the exercise, unless the power is subse- 
quent to an estate tail, are void for remoteness ; in this case the 
power is said to be void for remoteness.” These, two passages 
certainly attord technical grounds for Lord PaRKEr’s dictum, 
but, as we pointed out last week (p. 607, ante), its technical 
correctness cannot be questioned. What we did question was 
the necessity for the technicality, and it is, perhaps, not in- 
apposite to quote the alternative statement of the rule 
in “Goodeve” :—‘ The more usual form in which the rule is 
stated, is—‘ Where the vesting of any interest in property, 
whether legal or equitable, is postponed for a period exceeding a 
life or lives in being at the:date of the instrument creating it, or 
where the disposition is a will, at the death of the testator, and 
twenty-one years after the expiration of such life or lives, such 
interest is void.’” Here the reference to the exercise of the 
power as acondition precedent disappears, and all that matters 
is the actual date of vesting. The interests may be created 
immediately by the original instrument, or by a power operating 
under the instrument. The technical rule says that the exercise 
of the power itself must be necessarily confined within the 
limits of the rule. What we have ventured to suggest is, that 


for practical purposes, this is immaterial, provided it is so 
exercised that the interests created by it actually vest within the 
limits. 


Contracts by Urban Authorities. 


-It 1s a well-known rule that a contract by a corporation 
requires to be under seal, and in the case of contracts made by 
urban district conncils, express provision is made to this effect 
by section 174 of the Public Health Act, 1875, where the value 
or amount of the contract exceeds £50. And this provision is 
imperative and not directory only, so that, if the formality of 
sealing has been omitted, the other contracting party cannot sue 
upon the contract upon any equitable or other ground : Hunt v. 
Wimbledon Local Board (4 C. P. D. 48); Young v. Mayor of 
Leamington (8 App. Cas. 517) ; Hoare v. Kingsbury Urban District 
Council (1912, 2 Ch. 452). When, however, the statute is not 
in the way, the common law is allowed to be relaxed. It is 
relaxed, for instance, as regards matters which are incidental to 
the objects of the corporation and are trivial and of frequent 
occurrence, and also as regards matters of urgent necessity : 
Clarke v. Cuckfield Union (16 Jur. 686); Wells v. Kingston 
Corporation (L. R.10 C. P. 402); Lawford v. Billericay Rural 
Council (1903, 2 K. B. 774, 785); and, upon grounds of obvious 
justice and convenience, the courts have not allowed the common 
law rule to be carried so far as to enable corporations to obtain 
all the benefit of a contract, and then refuse to pay for it. Thus 
it was held in Clarke v. Cuckfield Union (supra), that where an 
order for goods was given by guardians at a board duly con- 
stituted, and the order was within the authority of the board, they 
could not keep the goods and refuse to pay on the ground that the 
seal was wanting ; and this was adopted by the Court of Appeal in 
Lawford v. Billericay Rural District Council (supra). In such a 
case, upon the contract being wholly executed by the other 
contracting party, a contract to pay for it on a quantum meruit is 
implied, and this takes the place of the formal contract under 
seal which would otherwise be necessary. In the recent case of 
Douglass v. Rhyl Urban District Council (reported elsewhere) 
Joycg, J., allowed the plaintiff's action on this ground. He had 
been employed by the council to make certain valuations and 
estimates with respect to the widening of the pier, but, though 
his employment was in pursuance of a resolution of the council 
duly passed, its terms had not been put into a contract under seal. 
Had the contract been entered into under the powers of the 
Public Health Act, 1875, the omission would apparently have 
been fatal to his claim ; but the council were acting under the 
powers vested by the statute in their predecessors, the Khyl 
Improvement Commissioners, and hence the rule in Lawford v. 
Billericay Rural District Council applied. Obviously, however, the 
liability of a local authority should not depend upon the source 
of the powers under which they are acting. Kither the 
relaxation of the rule requiring the seal should be possible in all 
cases or none. a 


The Consolidated Workmen's Compensation 
Rules. 


THE PRACTICE under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, 
has hitherto been governed by the Workmen’s Compensation 
Rules, 1907, and the various amending rules, of which the last set 
was issued in April of the present year. All these will be repealed 
as from the Ist of July, and their place will be taken by a set of 
Consolidated Rules which have just been issued. Aceording to the 
explanatory memorandum accompanying the rules, only such 
verbal alterations have been made as are inevitable in consolida- 
tion, and this useful work has been undertaken at the suggestion 
of the Home Office. Rule 25, para. 1, of the new rules embodies 
the alteration made by rule 1 of the Rules of 1913, and the effect, 
we presume, is to make the recent case of Nettleingham & Co. v. 
Powell (1913, 1 K. B. 113; on appeal, ante, p. 593) applicable in 
the county court as well as in the High Court; that is, an 
employer who claims indemnity against a third party under 
section 6 (2) of the Act of 1906.may, but is no longer bound to, 
give notice to the third party betore proceeding to arbitration 
on the workman’s claim. If he gives the notice, the third party 





can appear in the arbitration, and will be bound by the result. 
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But the giving of the notice is not a condition precedent to the 
claim to indemnity either in the county court or the High Court 
In commenting on the decision of the Court of Appeal in Nettle- 
ingham & Co. v. Powell (ante, p. 588) we failed to remember that 
the alteration in the Workmen’s Compensation Rules necessary to 
bring the county court practice into harmony with that of the 
High Court had already been made. 


The Retrial of Protracted Cases. 

It 18a matter for congratulation that the expense and in- 
convenience of the retrial cf a protracted case are not more 
frequently incurred. If one of the jurymen at the trial of 
OrToN for perjury in the Tichborne case had died suddenly 
before the completion of the summing up, there would probably 
have been a failure of justice, inasmuch as a retrial of a case of 
such magnitude was hardly conceivable. The difficulty of 
rehearing was fortunately avoided in a case which came first 
before the late Sir Henry Curtis Bennett. The learned 
magistrate had heard the evidence upon which the defendant 
was charged, and had stated that it was his intention to commit 
him for trial. The sudden death of the magistrate intervened, 
and there was no formal committal for trial. In these circum- 
stances the facts were placed before the Attorney-General, and 
his consent was obtained for the presentment of a bill at the 
Central Criminal Court, upon what would in ordinary circum- 
stances have been a committal by the magistrate. The necessity 
for a new hearing by another magistrate was therefore obviated. 








Secret Processes of Manufacture. 


A SECRET process or recipe is often a valuable commercial asset, 
and it is one which is protected by the courts. Goods not made 
according to a secret process or recipe will not be allowed to be 
passed off as goods so made. Of this, the Yorkshire Relish and 
Chartreuse cases are good examples. Then, again, if any person 
improperly obtains a secret process or secret recipe from the 
owner he will be restrained by injunction from making use of it 
and also from divulging it to any one else, and any person to 
whom he has divulged it is equally liable to an injunction. It 
is obvious that the owner of a secret process or recipe must take 
every legitimate means to prevent it from being made public. 
One way in which a secret process could be made public is by 
its being divulged in the course of legal proceedings. As we 
mentioned, when dealing with the case of Scott v. Scott (ante, 
p. 494), the House of Lords, while laying down that, as a general 
rule, no judge bas jurisdiction to order a case to be tried before 
him in camera, stated that there were certain exceptions, one of 
them being the case where a secret process is the subject-matter 
of an action. As the Lord Chancellor pointed out, the effect of 
publicity in such a case would be to destroy the subject-matter 
of the action, and it might well be that justice could not be done 
at all if it had to be done in public. 

It may be now considered as settled that there is jurisdiction 
to order cases of this character to be tried in camera, and 
consequently that, so far as the trial itself is concerned, a plaintiff 
may be protected from having his secret process made public. 
But that does not dispose of the matter, because it does not 
appear to be clear from the judgments of the House of Lords, 
so far as at present published, to what extent it is a contempt 
of court to-divulge what has taken place in court on the 
trial of such a case in camera. In his judgment, Lord SHAW 
said that he was of opinion that an order to hear the particular 
case in camera was beyond the power of the judge to pronounce, 
and further that, even on the assumption that such an order had 
been within his power, it was beyond his power to prohibit 
publication of any report of what bad passed at the trial after 
the trial had come to an end. But later in his judgment, after 
saying that there were three well-recognized exceptions to the 
general rule prescribing the publicity of proceedings in courts of 
justice, one of which was when a trade secret was' of the essence 
of the cause, he said that when respect had thus been paid to 
the object of the suit, the rule of publicity may be resumed, and 
that even in the case of trade secrets he “ would be surprised to 
learn that any proceedings for contempt of court could be taken 





against a person for divulging what had happened in a litigation 
after the secrecy or confidentiality had been abandoned and the 
facts had become public property.” 

It appears to us that it may be stated as a correct proposition 
that after a court has made an order for the trial of an action 
relating to a secret process in camera, for the pur of protect- 
ing the secret process from becoming public, it would be a 
contempt to publish anything which transpired as to such process 
in the course of the trial, unless and until the process had become 
known to the public in some lawful manner unconnected with 
the proceedings in the action. 

So much for what takes place in the course of the trial, but 
in an action founded on a secret process, where the secret process 
has been reduced into writing, that document is clearly a material 
document in the action, and must be included in the plaintiff's 
affidavit of documents. If, however, in that case the defendant 
and his advisers are at liberty to inspect the document and 
have a copy of it, what becomes of the secrecy of the process ! 
This point came before the Court of Appeal in the recent 
case of Reddaway & Co. (Limited) v. Flynn (30 R. P. C. 16). 
There a document containing a secret process had been scheduled 
by the plaintiffs to their affidavit of documents, but they objected 
to produce it. An application was made for production and 
inspection, and an order was made in chambers that the legal 
advisers and experts of the defendants, not exceeding four in all, 
were to be at liberty to inspect the document end make notes 
of its contents, and were entitled to be supplied with copies or 
extracts, and the order went on to state, “and the defendants 
undertake that the persons inspecting sball not disclose the 
result of such inspection to anybody else.” This undertaking 
appears to have been put into the order in consequence of an 
offer by the defendants. The plaintiffs appealed from this 
order, and the Court of Appeal unanimously dismissed 
the appeal. Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that he knew of no 
authority limiting the right of inspection, He referred to the 
defendants’ offer mentioned above, and said, “‘ that was an’ offer, 
not an exercise of jurisdiction on the part of the court in imposing 
any such terms, but it is an offer which I am glad was made, and 
which of course stands. In my opinion the Jearned judge was 
right in saying that he could not give the present appellants 
more than they got by the offer.” In the opinion of the Master 
of the Rolls it was right that the offer should have been made, 
and it was right to give effect to it in the order. But supposing 
no such offer had been made, and supposing the judge had simply 
made the usual order for inspection, &c., would the Court 
of Appeal have upset such order? This is hypothetical but 
really a most important question. We think that where, in an 
action founded on a trade secret, an order is made giving the 
defendants the right to inspect a document disclosing the trade 
secret, such an order ought only to be made on condition that 
the defendants are not entitled to use or divulge the knowledge 
thereby obtained, and if the present Rules of Court do not 
enable that to be done, they ought to be forthwith altered. 








Water Rights in Artificial Streams. 


In the recent case of Lewis v. Meredith (1913, 1 Ch. 571), 
NEVILLE, J. had to determine the rights of the parties as regards 
an old artificial watercourse running through the plaintiff's 
land to the defendant’s mill. The case is an important one 
from the point of view of the man whose land is intersected by 
a stream of this kind; and incidentally the decision furnishes 
another authority upon the construction of section 6 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881. That section was intended to do 
away with the long string of general words which used to be 
inserted in most conveyances. These words have disappeared 
from modern instruments, but whether the effect of the section 
is confined to the original purpose of its framers is a matter 
open to question. ° 

NEVILLE, J., held that the plaintiff was entitled to a righ 
of taking water from an open waterway running through 
land, although the watercourse had apparently been made, 
primarily, at any rate, for the purposes of the mill. Both the 
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mill and the plaintiff's land had been previously in the 
common ownership of one person. During this common owner- 
wp the plaintiff's land had long been occupied by tenants who 
had been accustomed to draw off the water for their own 
purposes. it was this right to continue to draw off the water 
that was claimed by the plaintiff, and which was upheld by the 
court. 

It is well at the outset to distinguish a case of this kind from 
a case affecting the rights of so-cailed riparian owners. The 
term “riparian owner” is associated in law with rivers, streams 
aud other natural watercourses. His rights are called natural 
rights, because the law bestows them on him by reason of 
the natural physical state of his property. The running water 
washes or bounds his lands without artificial interference. The 
late Lord MACNAGHTEN commented upon the extreme difficulty 
of defining, with any degree of accuracy, the rights of a riparian 
owner: see McCartney v. Londonderry and Lough Swilly Railway 
Co. (1904, A. C. 301, at p. 307). But they may be, none the 
less, classified under the following heads :—(a) rights of consum- 
ing the water, (b) rights of insisting upon the preservation of 
the flow, and (c) rights of preventing pollution or change in the 
character or quality of the water. Inthe words of Lord Wens- 
LEYDALE in Chasemore v. Richards (1859, 7 H. L. C., 349, at p. 
382), it is now well settled that the right to the enjoyment of a 
natural stream of wateron the surface, ex jure naturae, belongs 
to the proprietor of the adjoining lands as a natural incident 
to the right to the soil itself, and that he is entitled to the benefit 
of it, as he is to all the other natural advantages belonging to 
the land of which heis the owner. He has the right to have it 
come to him in its natural state, in flow, quantity and quality, 
and to go from him without obstruction ; upon the same princi- 
ple that he is entitled to the support of his neighbour’s soil for 
his own in its natural state. His right in no way depends upon 
prescription, or the presumed grant of his neighbour. 

Rights in natural watercourses and rights in artificial water- 
courses stand, however, on very different footings. “There 
is no doubt,” said Sir MonraGuE Smith in Rameshur Parshad 
Narain Singh v. Koonj Behari Pattuk (1878, 4 App. Cas. 121, 
at p. 126), “that the right to the water of a river flowing in a 
natural channel through a man’s land, and the right to water 
flowing to it through an artificial watercourse constructed on his 
neighbour’s land, do not rest on the same principle.” “I venture 
to add,” said FARWELL, J., in Burrows v. Lang (1901, 2 Ch, 502, 
at p. 507), upon citing the passage just given, “that the right 
to water flowing through an artificial watercourse, constructed on 
a man’s own land passing by his neighbour’s land, does not rest 
on the same principle as that of water flowing in a natural 
channel by his neighbour’s land.” 

It is clear that, in nine cases out of ten, where a 
man makes an artificial watercourse in his own or on his 
neighbour’s land, and thereby conducts water to a part of his 
own property, he makes the watercourse for his own purposes. 
To lead the water through his neighbour’s land, he must obtain 
a grant of an easement. When his neighbour disposes of the 
land through which the watercourse runs, the purchaser 
necessarily acquires the land subject to the easement, and he 
cannot claim as against the maker of the watercourse, or his 
successors in title, a right to use the water, nor cun he otherwise 
disturb the easement. In other words, he does not acquire with 
his purchase the ordinary rights of a riparian owner. Hence 
the dictum of PARKE, B., in Greatrer v. Hayward (1853, 8 Ex. 
291, at p. 293), that the right of a party to an artificial water- 
course, as against the party creating it, must depend upon the 
character of the watercourse and the circumstances under which 
it was created. 

In passing, however, it may be observed that the fact that a 
watercourse is shewn to have been artificially made does not 
per se exclude the possibility of persons having rights in 
relation to the watercourse, to all intents and purposes identical 
with the rights of riparian owners. As was pointed out by 
VaueHaN Wituiams, L.J., in Baily & Co. v. Clark, Son, & 
Morland (1902, 1 Ch. 649, at p. 664), the circumstances in a case 
may be such as to lead to the inference that the watercourse was 
Griginally constructed on the terms that each of the adjoining 





owners should have the same rights as riparian owners have ina 
natural stream. 

The foregoing remarks suffice to shew the main distinction 
between rights in natural watercourses and rights in artificial 
watercourses ; and that, in cases affecting the latter class of rights, 
the court must necessarily pay regard to the origin of the 
watercourse. Where the circumstances subsisting at the 
time when the watercourse was made are not known, the 
court must draw its inference of the terms of its creation 
from such evidence as is available, including the evidence of 
the enjoyment of the use of water by the parties and 
their predecessors: see Baily & Co. v. Clark, Son, & Morland 
(supra) ; Whitmores (Edenbridge) (Limited) v. Stanford (1909, 1 Ch 
427). Where, on the other hand, a purchaser acquires riparian 
property on the banks of a natural stream or river, his rights 
are to be determined by reference to the code of rights mentioned 
above—viz., the rights of a riparian owner; and he is not in 
general affected by any question as to the origin of the stream 
or the conventional rights and obligations of his predecessors in 
title. We say “in general,” because it is, in strictness, possible in 
point of law that other riparian owners have acquired by user or 
by grant from all the other riparian owners some right, as touch- 
ing the stream, in excess of his riparian right. But, in point of 
fact, this rarely occurs. 

Section 6 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, enacts in effect that 
a conveyance of Jand shall be deemed to include, and shall operate 
to convey, with the land all watercourses, liberties, privileges, 
easements, rights, and advantages whatsoever appertaining or 
reputed to appertain to, or at the time of conveyance enjoyed 
with, the land or any part thereof. The section only applies so 
far as a contrary intention is not expressed in the conveyance 
(subsect. (4) ). 

Where, therefore, an artificial watercourse passes over the 
lands of A to the lands and mill of B, and A has, by reason 
of an arrangement come to when he allowed B to make the 
watercourse, the right of a riparian owner to use the stream, 
and A conveys his land to C, C acquires under the section the 
same rights as regards the watercourse as A had before the 
conveyance. Again, suppose A to have made the watercourse 
over his land to his own mill, and to have leased the land to B, 
retaining the mill, then suppose A, after B had with A’s consent 
enjoyed the use of the water, to convey the land to B, the 
section would give B apparently the right of continuing to use 
the water: see International Tea Stores Co. v. Hobbs (1903, 2 Ch. 
165, a case of a right of way). The section, however, does not 
apply where A has, with B’s consent, used B’s watercourse running 
by the side of A’s land, and then A conveys his land to C. This 
was decided by FARWELL, L.d., then a judge of first instance, 
in Burrows v. Lang (1901, 2 Ch. 502). 

In Lewis v. Meredith (supra) there was an old artificial water 
course running from a river to a mill and thence into 
another river. The watercourse at one point was carried 
in troughs raised on wooden supports. . Those in occupation 
of the land at this point had for a long _ period 
of time been accustomed to draw off the water by 
means of a plugged hole. The land over which the 
watercourse ran was conveyed to the plaintiff. For more 
than one hundred years both the land over which the water- 
course ran and the mill were in common ownership, but the 
exact circumstances under which the watercourse had been made 
were unknown. The common owner some few years before the 
action conveyed the land, including the spot where the water 
had been drawn-off and the premises occupied by the tenants 
who had formerly made use of the water, to the plaintiff without 
any express reference to the right to take water. The mill was 
subsequently conveyed to the defendant with the express right 
to the passage of water thereto. The plaintiff brought the action 
against the defendant for substituting pipes for the troughs in such 
a manner as to prevent the tenants of the plaintiff drawing off 
water. It appeared that the defendant and the previous tenants 
of the mill had repaired and cleaned the line of troughs, and on 
several occasions the troughs had been renewed. 

NevILLx, J., decided the case upon the section mentioned 
above. Although, at the date of the conveyance of the land 
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to the plaintiff, there was no subsisting easement, his lordship 
apparently deemed the accommodation, enjoyed in fact by the 
tenants of the plaintiffs land who had been accustomed to draw 
off the water, to,be “aright” or “advantage” enjoyed with 
the land at the time of the conveyance within the meaning of 
the section. The learned judge relied upon the case of Interna- 
tional Tea Stores Co, v. Hobbs (supra) as shewing that a “right” 
permissive at the date of the grant may become a legal right 
upon the conveyance, by forceof the section. 

This decision shews clearly how readily water rights may 
spring into being on a conveyance of land adjoining an artificial 
watercourse. It shews that an intending vendor of land, so 
placed, who proposes to retain the watercourse, would be well 
advised to prohibit his tenants and occupiers from making any 
use of the adjoining watercourse for some time previous to the 
sale, otherwise he may find, after he has conveyed away the land, 
that he has granted more than he wished to grant, and that the 
advantages which he allowed his tenants have ripened into a 
legal easement against himself. If, for any reason, he has omitted 
to prevent the enjoyment, he ought to negative the right in his 
conveyance in such a way as to prevent the section applying. 








Reviews. 


Negotiable Instruments. 


A Snort Treatise ON THE Law or BILts or EXcHANGE, 
Cueques, Promissory Notes aND NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS 
GENERALLY. By Bertram Jacogs, LL.B. (Lond.), Barrister-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited.) 

This book is intended to provide an exposition of the main 
principles underlying the law of negotiable instruments, and of the 
rules relating to bills, cheques and notes, as illustrative of those 
principles. Part I. is devoted to negotiable instruments generally, 
and Part II. to the particular instruments just mentioned. In this 
art the provisions of the Bills of Exchange Acts, 1882 and 1906, 
Some been reproduced, not in the statutory order, but in the order 
suitable to the general scheme of the work. The Acts themselves 
are given in Part III., with cross references to the text, together 
with a Digest of Cases illustrative of the rules set out in the previous 
parts, and a note on LO.U.’s and Bills of Lading. And forms 
of the various instruments referred to are printed throughout the 
text, so as to give the subject actuality to those who are not 
accustomed to the handling of the instruments themselves. The 
essentials of a negotiable instrument are, that it shall pass 
by indorsement and delivery, or by delivery alone, and that 
the 4ona fide assignee for value shall take it free from 
defects in the title of the assignor. Substantiaily this is the con- 
ception from which Mr. Jacobs starts, and which 1s developed in the 
first two chapters. Chapter III. enumerates and describes the 
various instruments which are negotiable by statute or by custom ; 
the most recent to be so recognized by usage are debentures to 
bearer (Bechuanaland Exploration Co. v. London Trading Bank, 
1898, 2 (). B. 685). The particular incidents of bills, cheques, and 
notes are lucidly expounded, and the section relating to crossed 
cheques gives an interesting and useful statement of the various 
modes by which negotiability can be restricted, and of the protection 
conferred on bankers who collect crossed cheques ; including the 
provision of the Bills of Exchange (Crossed Cheques) Act, 1906, 
which overrode Capital and Counties Bank v. Gordon (1903, A. C. 
240) and extended the statutory protection to the banker, notwith- 
standing that he credits the customer with the cheque before 
receiving the proceeds. The work is a clear and useful guide to the 
law of negotiable instruments. 





The New Land Duties. 


Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Reports oF CASES BEFORE 
REFEREES AND IN THE High Court ON THE INTERPRETATION OF 
Part I. or tue Act. Edited by Tuzoporre G. CuamBers, F.S,L., 
and A. H. F. Prerry, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. The Land 
Union Journal. 10s. 6d. 

This is a collection of the cases which have, so far, been decided 
on the land duties introduced by the Finance Act, 1910. The first 
part of the book consists of decisions of referees. Some of these— 
such as Marquess of Anglesey v. Inland Revenue Commissioners, on 
reversion duty, and Herbert v. Inland Revenue Commissioners, on 
negative values—have gone higher, and are found again later 
in the volume, though the decision of the House of Lords in the 





latter case is not given ; others, such as Whidborne v. Inland Revenue 
Commissioners, on site value deductions, furnish useful guidance 
to the practical working of the Act. Zumsden’s Case is reported at 
length, both before the referee (p. 26), and in the High Court before 
Horridge, J. (p. 120). It may be noted that it has been in the Court 
of Appeal this week, and judgment has been reserved. The cases in 
the High Court and Court of Appeal include also Dyson v. Attorney. 
General and Burghes v. Attorney-General on the validity of forms 4 
and 8. There is only one index, both for subject-matter and the 
names of cases. We may suggest that it would be more convenient 
to follow the usual course and print a table of cases separately. The 
— reports, of which this is the first volume, is likely to be very 
useful. 





Books of the Week. 


International Law.—Leading Cases on International Law. 
Part 2, War; Part 3, Neutrality. By Pritt Cossert, M.A,, 
D.C.L. (Oxon.). Stevens & Haynes. 15s. 

Equity.—Students’ Guide to the Principles of Equity. Fourth 
Edition. By Cuas. Tuwatress, Solicitor. Geo. Barber. 5s. 

Trade Unions.—Supplement to the Law relating to Trade 
Unions, including The Trade Union Act, 1913. By JoHn Henry 
GREENWOOD, B.Sc., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 
3s. 6d. net. 

Leading Cases.—Echoes ‘from Shirley: being “Shirley's 
Leading Cases in the Common Law,” in Verse. By Artuur J. 
Lamp and Witrrip Dennes, B.A. LL.B. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 2s, 6d. net. 








Correspondence. 


The Rule Against Perpetuities and 
Special Powers. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I am loth to rush in where such very learned people differ, 
and | am sure the plain man whose title to property he has paid hard 
cash for, if he knew of the pitfalls in this rule, would say that it 
ought to be codified if not abolished ; but I still cannot see that Lord 
Parkers dictum can stand with Slark v. Dakyns (Cairns, L.C.’s, 
judgment, 10 Ch. 35), as it is not in accordance with the law laid 
down in that case. It seems to me, too, that rule 2 of Professor 
Gray is self-contradictory, as it is impossible for a power which 
cannot be exercised beyond the limits to permit of an appointment 
under it which would be too remote. ; 

If the explanation be as laid down in Tudor, L.C. Conveyancing, 
pp. 606-7, fourth edition, that a power itself will not be void because 
it embraces objects exceeding the limits, and if the appointed objects 
be within the limits, then the appointment is valid, and we get a 
reasonably satisfactory rule, which, however, does not agree with the 
first part of Lord Parker’s dictum. I should like to see your further 
views. E. T. HARGRAVES. 

52, Cbleman-street, E.C., June 23. 

| Does not this criticism once more confuse the two points of the 
remoteness in the power itself, and the remoteness in the interests 
created under it? ‘he decision in Slark v. Dakyns was, in fact, 
concerned with the latter point, though Lord Cairns’ statement of 
the rule does not, perhaps, in terms so restrict it: “1t does not 
follow that because the original power might have been badly 
exercised, yet if it is so exercised as not to infringe the rule, the 
possibility of its being exercised in another way would make the 
power void. Power to appoint amongst issue prima facre means 
indefinite issue, and might include persons beyond the line, but the 
question in all cases is what has been done.” ‘Lhis appears to refer 
to the exercise of the power, nut its creation, but the words which 
we have italicized give a working test which should apply both to 
the creation and the exercise of the power. See under “ Current 
Topics.”—Eb. S./.] 








Mr. F. J. Coverdale, F.S.1., writing to the Zimes, says: ‘* Whilst 
there are certain test cases pending, the result of which may have an 
important effect on provisional valuations, there is a point which may 
not have occurred to many owners of property, and that is to have 4 
thorough search made of their deeds to discover whether there are any 
enfranchisements of copyholds, redemptions of land tax, tithe, or other 
fixed charges which have been carried out by themselves or their pre 
decessors in title other than those of which they are already cognisallt. 
I have found by experience that such a search amply repays the 
trouble and reveals many transactions enabling the owner to secure 
important deductions from the assessable site value which would 
otherwise be lost.’’ 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


METROPOLITAN WATER BOARD v. BUNN. No. 2. 
9th and 10th June. 


Warer—Merropotis—Recovery or Water Rares In ARREAR—ACTION 
in County Court—Lisitation or TIME. 

The limitation of six months imposed by section 11 of the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1848, in respect vf the recovery of arrears of water 
rate up to £20 summarily before justices, docs not apply to proceedings 
to recover such ratcs in the County Court. 

Decision of Divisional Court (1913, 1 K. B. 134, 11 DZ. G. R. 
amrmed. 

Appeal by the defendant from a judgment of a Divisional Court 
(Ridley and Scrutton, JJ.) (reported 1915, 1 K. B. 134, 10 L. G. R. 
56). The Metropolitan Water Board sued the defendant, Miss Buna, 
to recover a sum less than £20, due for eight quarters’ water rate in 
respect of certain houses at Brixton, of which she was the owner. 


With regard to the first six quarteis, the claim was made under the | 


Lambeth Waterworks Act, 1869, s. 18, in which district the premises 
were situate, and who were the plaintiff's predecessors. The two last 
quarters were claimed under provisions of the Metropolitan Water 
Board (Charges) Act, 1907. The whole eight quarters’ rates mm arrear 
came down to the 30th of September, 1908, and the action was com 
menced after a period of more than six months had elapsed since the 
last quarter’s rate sued for had become due. ‘The question wae as to 
the time within which proceedings must be taken in the Metropolis 
for the recovery of water rates in the county court. The Divisional 
Court held that the action brought in the county court was main 
tainable, although more than six months had paesed since the last 
quaiter’s rate sued for became due, being of opinion that the limita 
tion of six months imposed when proceedings were taken for the re- 
covery of rates summarily before justices had no application to pro- 
ceedings taken in the county court. The defendant appealed. 

Vaueuan Wittiams, L.J., in giving judgment, said the real question 
in dispute in this case was whether the principle of Z'ottenham Local 
Board v. Rowell (1876, 1, Ex. D. 514) applied. In that case it was 
held that the intention of the Legislature in enacting by the Water- 
works Clauses Act, 1847, that claims for water rates, if less than £20, 
should be put to suit within six months of their falling due. It was 
not until 1861 that the Local Government Act (Amendment) Act, 1861, 
enabled, at the option of the Local Board, proceedings to be taken in 
the county court for recovery of demands below £20, which Local 
Boards were then empowered by law to recover in a summary mannet 
as if such demands were debts withif the cognisance of such courts 
For himself he had no doubt but that the object of the Legislature in 
fixing the six months’ limitation where the claim was small—i.ec., below 
£20—was that people of small means should not be harassed by claims 
of loca! bodies for long periods, euch as six years, but that such small 
claims should he disposed of pr mptly. He thought, if the cases wer 
looked at, it would be found that they turned upon a mere question of 
sequence in time of the Acts of Parliament. In the Tottenham cas: 
one of the differences recognized as differencing that decision from 
other cases cited, was that in that case there were two statutes which 
applied—the Act which gave the justices the power by summary pro- 
ceedings to deal with certain claims, and the first statute which imposed 
the bar. He did not think it necessary to go into the antecedent law 
any further than he had done in order to shew that the T'ottenham case 
was properly differenced from the case of Blackburn Corporation v. 
Sanderson (1902, 1 K. B. 794). The decision of the Divisional Court 
was right, and the appeal would be dismissed. 

Buckiey and Haminton, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset. Maemorran. 
K.C., and Giveen, for the appellant; Clavell Salter, K.C., and Ross 
Brown. Sonicrrors, FE. H. Riches; Walter Moon. 

[Reported by Ensxine Rep, Parrister-at-Law.] 


METROPOLITAN WATER BOARD v. JOHNSON & CO. No. 2. 
1jth and 18th June. 

Water Supety to Burpers—Sprcian Rare or CHarce Cratmep 
Merroronitan Water Boarp (CHarces) Act, 1907 (7 Epw. 7 
C. CLXXI.), ss. 16, 17. 

Under an agreement extending ovei 
of builders undertook to execute certain building works at Hounslow 
Barracks. The Metropolitan Water Board supplicd water by measur: 
to the barracks under an agreement with the War Office for domestii 
and non domestic purpose ”’ Such water as wa required by the 
builders for the building operations the War Office allowed the builders 
to take free of charge, and such water as they used would in the ordinary 
course be paid for by the War Office. No request at any time was 
made by th ; 

Water Board claimed to recover from the builders, under section 17 

of the Metropolitan Water Board (Charges) Act, 1907, a sum for water 


a period of three years, a firm 


supplic d, calculated on the probable cost of the building being erected 
by them, and the county court judge gave them judgment for the | 


amount so claimed. The Divisional Court (Channell and Avory, JJ.) 


differed, and the judgment of the county court judge was according! y 


affirmed. On appeal by the builders to the Court of Appeal, 


Held, that the Water Board could not maintain their action or | 


e builders to the Water Board for a supply of water. The | 


recover, because the builders were not persons who had ‘‘ requested ”’ 

a supply of water within section 17, and therefore the county court 
judge ought to have entered judgment for the defendants. 

Appeal by the defendants, a firm of builders, from a judgment of 

a Divisional Court, Channell and Avory, JJ. (reported 11 L.G.R. 113; 

129 T.L.R. 105). The action was brought by the Water Board 

|} to recover a sum of 15s. for water used by the defendants as builders 

{in building operations at the Hounslow Barracks. The Secretary of 

| State for War had in September, 1909, entered into an agreement with 

| the Water Board for the supply of water to the barracks by meter at 

certain rates. By clause 9 of the agreement it was provided that the 

water suppiied was to be used only for the purposes specified in the 

schedule, and for no other purpose whatsoever, and the purposes speci- 

fied were ‘‘ domestic and non-domestic.’’ The War Office allowed the 

ter necessary for the building operations at the barracks to be used 

»y their builders free of charge; and the water was, in fact, taken and 

m the supply furnished to the barracks by the Metropolitan 

wd, which would in ordinary course be paid for by the War 

No request Was at any time made by the builders to the Metro- 

iter Board for a supply of water. In an action in the 

unty Court the Water Board claimed to recover from 

nder section 17 of the Metropolitan Water Board 

. 1907. a sum for water supplied calenlated at 7s. per £100 

» probable cost of the building erected by them, and the county 

court judge vave them judgment for the amount so claimed, The Divi 

sional Court (Channell and Avory, JJ.) being divided in opinion, the 








judement in the count wt stoed, and the defendants appealed to 


the Court of Appeal. 

Vauauan Witirams, L.J., said that Channell, J.’s view was that 
the Water Board could not maintain their action because the builders 
were not persons who had “required ’? a supply of water within sec 
tion 17 of the Charges Act, 1907. He agreed with Channell, J. The 
words ‘‘ who shall require a supply of water’’ in that section meant 
persons who desired to become customers of the Board for their water, 
and no person was obliged to take the Board’s water. The section 
merely gave to builders the right which the decision in the case of 
Metropolitan Water Board v. Paine (1907, 1 K.B. 285) shewed that 
they did not then possess. He did not agree with the view of Avory, 
J., that the word “ require’’ in the section must be read as ancillary 
to section 16, and that it bore the same meaning—namely, ‘‘ to have 
need of ’’—as it did in that earlier section; so that the builders her 
being in need of the water supplied must pay for it at the rate per 
cent. caleulated on the cost of the building. In his opinion the Water 
Board were bound to deal with each case Se] arate ly, and to take the 
circumstances of each case into consideration. 

Buckiey and Haminton, L.JJ., gave judgment to a like effect. Appeal 
allowed with costs Counset, Danckwerts, W.C., and Vicklewait, for 
the defendants; Clavell Salter, K.C., and Goodland, for the plaintiffs 
Sonterrors, The Treasury Solicitor; Mr Walter Moon 
{Reported by Ersexiws Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.) 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. PARISH. No. |. 
20th June, 

| Locar, GovERNMENT—ButtpIne Line— Prescription sy Locarn AvTHor 

my—Settine Back New Beritpinc Erecrep on Site or O1p—Pay 

MENT OR TENDER or CoMPENSATION— MANDATORY ORDER TO PULT 

Down Buttpinc ConTRAVENING Prescrisen Line-- Puente Wear 


Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), s. 155. 





12th, 13th, 16th, and 


Where a local authority prescribes a building line under section 55 
of the Public Health Act, 1875, for the rebuilding of a house in an old 


treet, settling it hack from the origin sit the building owner 72 
bound to comply with the prescribed line. Where he has refused to 
| observe it after it has been hrought to his notice, and has rebuilt upon 
| the same site as the former building, the cotrt will grant a mandatory 
| order to pull down the new building. The payment or tender of com 
pensation to the owner for any damage he may sustain by reason of 
his house being set back is not a condition precedent to the prescrip 
tion or enforcement of the building line. 

Decision of Joyce, J. (ante, p. 390), reversed. 

Appeal of the plaintiff from a judgment of Joyce, J. (reported 57 
Sonicrrors’ JourNnan, 390). The action was brought by the Attorney 
General at the relation of the Lye and Woollescote Urban District 
Council, in the county of Worcester, for a mandatory order to remove 
a building erected by the defendant on the ground of its non compli 
ance with building line prescribed by the council. The defendant 
owned a house in an old street known as Perrin’s-lane, and, proposing 
to demolish and rebuild it, deposited plans for the intended new build 
ing with the council for their approval. These were considered and 
rejected by the council on the ground that they placed the front wall 





| of the house some six feet nearer the edge of the street than the 


building line already adopted by resolution of the council. Although 
the plans were not passed, the defendant, having demolished the old 
house, commeiced to build the new one in accordance with them, his 
architect. at the same time informing the council by letter that the 
defendant could not agree to the prescribed line. The council then 
gave the defendant formal notice not to proceed with the work, and 
shortly afterwards an interview tovk place between the clerk to the 
council and the defendant’s solicitor, at which the latter asked for 
compensation in return for adhering to the building-line, but the 
clerk declined to offer any on the ground that none was then due 
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The defendant then proceeded with the building, a cottage costing 
about £250. and after it was finished this action was begun at the 
relation of the council. Under the Public Health Act, 1875, section 
155, where a building é é in urban district is taken down 
to be rebuilt. the urb jority may ] ribe the Jine on which any 
house or buildi situation shall be erected, and it shall 
be erected on that ie (he authority shall pay or tender compensa- 
tion to the owner or ] erson immedia interested in the house 
for any los mage istain in consequence of his house 
being et icK ¢ ! inne 
settled in ] | hitration. At the trial Joyce, J., held 
that the proceedi of é meil were it ilar, and its attitude un 

hat not |} ! id or tendered any compensation, or 
the d la lue notice he prescribed line, they were not 
l se, and he dis 
e material dates ars 
] The eonnecil 


t of such compensation to be 
I 


reasol 
given 
entitled 
missed 
stated 


u 


wnt, altel tatin 
en the council and the 
hat a building line had 
fendant’s property in 
and signed by the 
through the site of 
because it showed a 
yuld have no operation 
juired by the Act to 
re any reason, as had 
orm the defendant 
tion 154 of the 

erious y int rat ed 

nt or tender ol 


It was said 
} 


\ ct n that 

isonably, but there 
hy the defendant 
l one, it wa 

ild he obtained 

1 a defendant had 

1 the authority of 


" rong in doing 


ipe from the conse 
i! ll Tion in su ] 
wild be discharged 
} n the house But 
( il { ritv, no costs of the 
en them. The defendant, how 
of the appeal 
L.JJ , de livered judgment to the same 
the ‘fendant, after having been 
to def; » local authority.—-Counser 
tthews; Hughes, K.C., and W. W. Mae 
tS, ) # Vobherley, Stourbridge ; 
( & Co., 1 Collis, Stourbridge. 
(Reported by H. Lanarorp Lewis, Barrieter-at-Law.] 
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igh Court—Chancery Division. 
Re AVENON’S CHARITY. ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. PELLY. 
Warrington, J. 27th May 
ro Provine a “ Sermon ’’—Rettarot 
COME APPLICATION Cy Pres 


or cu 


The re¢ ts and pi hit I ertain lands in West Ham, having been le 
1580 for the purpose of providing a sermon, to be preached on 


I 


ery year in the parish church of West Ham, the question now arose | 


as to the proper application of the funds, which had increased in valu 
o about £300 a year 

Warrincton, J., eaid that it was proposed by the draft scheme of 
he Attorney-General that one-fourth of the income, after paying fo1 
» sermon, should be devoted to providing lectures, to be given in the 
‘own Hall, for the moral or intellectual advancement of the inhabitants 
f the parish and district, with a power to the trustees, as an alterna 
ive in certain events, to uee the income for the purpose of educational 
or instructive works to be presented to one or eome of the public 
libraries in West Ham, and that the remaining three-fourths should be 


respondents who claimed preferential payment was the ‘“‘ dress editress 





their work avhere they liked. 


paid to the vicar for the time being of the parish church for the ex- 
penses incurred by him in the furtherance of the spiritual and moral 
welfare of the inhabitants, including children and young people, as 
he should think fit, with power to expend it in payment to curates, 
The vicar and churchwardens objected to the scheme, on the ground that 
the whole income ought to be applied as proposed with regard to the 
three-fourths. The overseers, on the other hand, objected to any part 
of the income being applied to purely ecclesiastical purposes, or to euch 
1s would ordinarily fall on the incumbent. Having referred to the 
Injunctions of Edward VI. and Elizabeth, and the Prayer Book in use 
in 1580, his lordship eaid that he was of opinion that a ‘‘eermon,’’ then 
as now, meant a religious discourse, and that the object of the testator 
was distinctly a religious object. That view, if correct, settled the 
general nature of the scheme, and involved the following modifications 
matters of principle :—Firetly, the exclusion from the body of trrs 
f the Mayor of Weet Ham and the two trustees to be app 
the borough council; and, secondly, the omission of certain clan 
and the substitution therefor of a fresh clause providing for the ap) 
tion to religious purposes of the whole and not merely of three 
fourths of the income. The object which, in his opinion, was nearest 
to that expressed in the deed was the payment of the stipends of 
issistant curates to serve in the church and parish. As to any money 
not required for that purpose, he thought that it should be applied by 
trustees towards the expenses of the vicar in providing for the due 


6 


te 
b 


t] 
conduct of the services of the church or the visitation of the poor or 
the religious instruction of the parishioners, including children and 
you persons, with the provisions already mentioned authorizing the 
trustees to pay any particular sum to the vicar for application accord 
ingly. He thought that the income should be applied for the benefit 
of the preeent parish, and rot for the benefit of the other eighteen 
parishes into which the original parish had been divided. There was 
eason why the vicar should not preach the sermon himeelf and 
» the proposed fee of ten guineas for so doing.—Counsen, 2: 
», K.C., and Sir Alfred Kempe; Danckwerts, K.C., and 
f Cartmell, Sorrcrrors, the Treasury Solicitor ; Mitchell, 
hell; Hillearys. 


[Reporte] by J. B. C. Trecartares, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


Re BEETON & CO. (LIM.). Neville, J. 4th June. 


Company—WiInDrD PREFERENTIAL Cratms—DrrectoR—CLeERK OR 
SERVANT—ComPANyY PvusLisHInc A JOURNAL—CONTRIBUTORS—COmM- 
PANIES (CONSOLIDATION) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69), s. 209 (1) B— 
Dress Enirress’’—Seat in THE OFFIce. 
A lady was employed as ‘dress editress’’ of a paper at a salary of 
12 per anni and her busine was fo vieil hop and write dr 
articles for the paper, and she had @ seat in the office. The paper was 
un by a company, of which the lady was a director. The articles of 
ation of the company allowcd a dérector to accept employment in 
om pany In the u inding-up of the « smpany it was held that thi 

y was, notwithstanding her position as director, a clerk or servant 
of the os pany within the meaning of section 209 (1) (A) of the 
panies (Congolidation) Act, 1908 (8 Ed. 7, c. 69), and was accordingly 
entitled to priority in respect of the payment of her salary. 

A person supplying sketches and a person having charge of the 
cookery department of the paper, neither of whom had a seat in the 
fice, but both of whom were definitely appointed to their situations 
and subject to give notice if they wished to leave, were both held not 
to be cleths or servants within the meaning of the said section. 


4 


This was a summons on the winding-up of the company to determine 
whether certain persons were entitled to any and what preferential 
payments for arrears of their salaries. Beeton & Co. was incorporated 
in 1891, and its principal business was to work and publish a weekly 
newspaper called Hearth and Home. In the course of its said business, 
3eeton & Co. engaged a number of ladies to contribute literary articles 
and sketches, and to deal with the correspondence columns and. other- 
vise assist in the editing and preparation of the paper. One of the 
f TTearth and Home She had to visit the chops and write dress articles 
ind dress correspondence, and her salary was £312 per annum. Another 
f the respondents had to supply seventy sketches for the paper during 
he year, and her salary was £200 per annum. Another was in charge 
of the household management department, and had to write cookery 
rticles and a ers to correspondente, and her salary was £100 per 
innum. These three were definitely appointed to their situations, and 
ere subject to give notice if they wished to leave. Only the ‘‘ drese 
editress’’ had a seat in the office; the other two and many more persons 
ho contributed articles to the paper had no seat in the office, but did 
They were none of them exclusively 
employed by Hearth and Home. In 1912 a resolution wae passed for 
the v At this date the salaries of 
all the respondents were in arrear, and they claimed preferential pay- 
ment of their salaries up to £50 under eection 209, sub-section 1 (b), of 
the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. Their claims were resisted 
by the liquidator and by the debenture holders on the ground that they 
were not clerks or servante within the Act, and that the ‘‘ dress editress ” 
was also excluded because she was a director. 

Nevitte, J., after stating the facta, said: I have come to the con- 
clusion that this lady who is styled “the dress editress’’ is a clerk 
or servant within the meaning of section 209, sub-section 1 (b), of the 
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Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 (8 Ed. 7, c. 69). Moreover, the 
articles of association of this company allow a director to accept 
employment in the company. I do not think that the fact of her 
having been a director of the company disentitles her to the preferential 
payment given to her under this section, which says that in a winding-up 
there shall be paid in priority to all other debts all wages or salary 
of any clerk or servant in respect of services rendered to the company 
during four months before the date of the winding-up not exceeding 
fifty pounds. Accordingly, such preferential payment as is due must 
be made to her. With regard to the other respondents the case is 
different. They had no seat in the office, and their work was in the 
nature of contributing articles and sketches. I hold that they were 
not clerke or servante within the meaning of the section.—CounsEL, 
Ingle Holmes; Errington; Byrne; W. de Bracy Herbert; Kingham. 
Soticrtors, Lydall & Sons; Morten, Cutler, & Co. ; Powell & Skues; 
Ellis, Leathley, & Willes; Price & Wiliams. 
[Reported by L. M, May, Barrister.at-Law.] 


AMBER SIZE AND CHEMICAL CO. (LTD.) v. GUSTAV MENZEL. 
Astbury, J. 5th, 6th, and 9th June. 

Trave Secrets—Ricut or Emptoyee To Use 1x Sussequent Empvoy- 
MENT—MASTER AND SERVANT—CONFIDENTIAL EmpLoyMENT—IMPLIED 
OBLIGATION OF SERVANT—ImpPROPER Use or INFORMATION ACQUIREL 
DURING EMPLOYMENT. 

Where neither the court nor the defendant knew the exact details of 
a secret process, but the defendant, knowing the materials of the 
plaintiffs’ mixture, and that it was a strong solution, left the 
employment of the plaintiffs and entered the employment of a rival 
firm with a view to making a commodity of the same quality as the 
plaintiffs’ commodity, the court granted an injunction lo restraim the 
defendant from using the whole or any material part of their secret 
process, the knowledge of which was acquired by him during his em- 
ployment with the plaintiffs, and from disclosing any knowledge or 
information so acquired with reference to that process, it having been 
proved (1) that the plaintiffs did possess and exercise a secret process ; 
(2) that the defendant did during the course of his employment know 
that the process was secret ; (3) that the defendant did during the course 
of his employment acquire knowledge of the secret or of a material part 
thereof ; (4) that the defendant had, since leaving the plaintiffs’ employ- 
ment, made an tmproper use of the knowledge so acquired. 

The rule in Newbery v. James (2 Mer. 446) does not apply toa 
case of this kind, where, in the event of an alleged breach of the injunc- 
tion, the plaintiffs could supply the full details of their process to the 
court. 

This was a witness action, in which the plaintiffs claimed an injunc- 
tion to restrain the defendant from using the whole or any material 
part of their secret process, the knowledge of which was acquired by 
him during his employment with the plaintiffs, and from disclosing 
any knowledge or information so acquired with reference to that pro- 
cess. The plaintiffs manufactured size, called amber size, by a secret 
process which consisted of a secret mixture which was added to rosin 
size at the proper critical time. The details of the secret process were 
not disclosed to the court, but it was proved that the materials, propor- 
tions, and density of the mixture and the critical time of adding it 
to the rosin size were all important parts of the secret process. The 
defendant entered the plaintiffs’ employ in 1906, and was at once told 
that the process was secret. He was subsequently instructed how and 
when to add the mixtures to the rosin size, but he was not told the 
details of the mixture, which was prepared in another room. During the 
course of his employment the defendant found out the materials of the 
mixture, which he had to fetch from the mixing room, but he did not 
find out the proportions or density. He ascertained, however, that the 
plaintiffs’ special form of hydrometer wae graduated from 33 to 35 on 
Beaume’s scale. After leaving the plaintiff’s employment the defendant 
entered the employ of a rival firm, with the view of making size of 
the same quality as amber size. He obtained a hydrometer exactly 
similar to the plaintiffs’, but found the results unsatisfactory, the fact 
being that the plaintiffs’ hydrometer scale was wrongly numbered in 
order to keep the rea] density secret. The defendant then applied for 
information to the original inventor who had sold the secret to the 
plaintiffs’ predecesecors, but, after communication with the plaintiffs, 
the original inventor declined to give any information. The defendant 
did not therefore know the exact density of the plaintiffs’ mixture, 
but as he knew the materials, and that it was a strong solution, the 
court was not satisfied that he did not know it within small limits 
of error. 

Astsury, J., after stating the facts, said: It is well established 
that the court will restrain an ex-servant from publishing or divulging 
information communicated to him in confidence or under a contract 
by him, exprecs or implied, net to do so. This was laid down in ths 
case of Morison v. Moat (1851, 9 Hare 241), which was affirmed on 
appeal, as reported in 1852, 21 L. J. Ch. 248, and further, the court 
will restrain him from making an improper use of information obtained 
in the couree of a confidential employment. See Tuck & Sons v. 
Priester (1887, 19 Q. B. D. 629). The court will also restrain him 
from using to his late masters’ detriment information and knowledge 
surreptitiously obtained by him during his employment, see Robb v. 
Green (1805, 2 Q. B. 1), which was affirmed on appeal, as reported 
ibid., p. 515. In the application of these principles there are four ques- 
tions to be asked : (1) Did the plaintiffs possese and exercise a secret pro- 





cess? (2) Did the defendant during the course of his employment 
know that the process was secret? (3) Did the defendant during his 
employment acquire knowledge of the secret or a material part thereof ? 
(4) Had the defendaut since Jeaving the plaintiffs’ employment made 
an improper use of the knowledge so acquired? If we ask these 
questions in this case, the avswer to all of them is in the affirmative. 
The employment was clearly confidential, and I am of opinion that 
the plaintiffs are entitled to relief. There is another point. The plain- 
trffs have adopted the attitude of not dischosing their secret process 
to the court. This, of course, could have been done without any 
disclosure to the public. However, because it has not been done, the 
defendant contends that it would be futile for the court to grant an 
injunction because it could not be enforced, and he relies on Newbery 
v. James (1817, 2 Mer. 446). Of course, the plaintiffs have by their 
attitude put the court in considerable difficulty, but in the event of 
an alleged breach of the injunction which is asked, there would be 
no difficulty in the plaintiffs then supplying the court with full details 
of their process, and then the court would not be precluded by the 
decision in Newbery v. James (ubi supra) from granting the injunction 
which is asked. I accordingly grant the injunction, and the defendant 
must pay the costs.—Counsen, he Hon. Frank Russell, K.C., and 
Johnson Edwards; Arthur Powell, K.C., H. M. Giveen, and F. L. 
Hatto. Soxicrrors, - Swepstone, Stone, Barber, & Ellis; Harris, 
Chetham, & Cohen. 
[Beported by L. M, May, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


DOUGLASS v. RHYL URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL, Joyce, J, 
17th, 18th, and 19th June. 

Loca, GoverNMENT—URBAN Avutuoriry—IMPROVEMENT COMMISSIONERS 
Contract To Prepare Estimates ror LMPpROVEMENTS—CONTRACY NOt 
UNDER SeEAL—ExecureEp CONSIDERATION—QUANTUM MeRvuitT—PusLic 
Heattw Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), s. 174—Commissioners 
Cuauses Act, 1847 (10 & 11 Vict. c. 16), s. 56. 

When a local authority, not acting under the powers or for the pur- 
poses of the Public Health Act, 1875, enters into a contract for the 
purpose of exercising other statutory powers, if the work is done and the 
whole consideration executed, then, in the absence of any statutory pro 
vision to the contrary, the absence of acontract under seal is no defence 
to an action brought in respect of the work done, and the plaintiff in 
such action will be entitled on a quantum meruit. 

Lawford v. Billericay Rural District Council (1903, 1 X. B. 772) 
followed. 

In this action the plaintiff was an engineer and an expert in harbour 
and pier work, and the defendants the local authority of the town and 
district of Rhyl. The defendants were the euccessors of the Rhyl 
Improvement Commissioners, who were constituted a body corporate 
with a common seal by the Rhyl Improvement Act, 1852, with which 
was incorporated the Commissioners Clauses Act, 1847. By section 69 
of the Rhyl Improvement Act, 1872, the commissioners were empowered 
to purchase the pier at Rhyl. In 1912 the defendants were proposing 
to exercise their powers and to buy, widen and extend the pier, and 
applied to the Local Government Board for power to borrow money 
for that purpose. The board directed an inquiry, and subsequently 
informed the council that it would defer its decision until the 
defendants should have obtained from an independent expert a valua- 
tion of the existing structure and an estimate of the costs of the works 
required for putting it in repair and extending it. At a meeting of the 
council, held on the 8th of March, 1912, a resolution was carried by the 
members of the defendant bogy and verbally communicated to the 
plaintiff, whereby the plaintiff was employed to make the valuation, 
and estimates upon the terms set out in a letter from the plaintiff to 
the council, and the clerk to the council subeequently wrote to 
the plaintiff informing him that he was selected by the council 
to prepare the estimates required on the terms of his letter. 
It was further alleged by the council, and, denied by the plaintiff, 
that an agreement was entered into verbally by which the 
plaintiff agreed to accept a fee of 150 guineas if the scheme wae not 
carried out. No record of this latter agreement was entered upon 
the minutes of the council, nor was it mentioned in the correspondence 
between the parties. The plaintiff furnished the estimates and valua- 
tions required, his fees being : valuation of pier, £36 1s.; estimate of 
cost of repairs, £635; estimate of cost of extension, £411 15s. The 
defendant council subsequently decided not to go on with the scheme, 
and alleged that the plaintiff was accordingly entitled to 150 guineas 
only. ‘The plaintiff thereupon commenced this action, claiming 
£1,087 16s., being the amount due upon his contract of employment, 
or alternatively upon a quantum meruit, the defendants having received 
the benefits of the work done. The defendants contended that the 
contract was void, not being under seal, as required by section 174 
of the Public Health Act, 1875, and that they had not received the 
benefit of the work done, as the purchase and repairs had not been 
carried out; they also alleged the agreement by the plaintiff to accept 
150 guineas, which sum they paid into court. 

Joyce, J., giving judgment, said: If the transaction before me 
had been one between ordinary individuals, not subject to the restric- 
tions of any Act of Parliament, I should have felt no difficulty in 
deciding upon it. With reference to the eum of one hundred and fifty 
guineas, there is an extraordinary conflict of testimony, but I see no 
reason to disbelieve the plaintiff, and further, upon consideration, it 
appears to me that I must go by the terms of the written documents, 
the minutes, and the correspondence. If there was any contract at all 
it is to be found in writing, so that I may disregard the verbal 
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testimony. The defendants in this case are not ordinary individuals, 
but are an urban authority, with respect to which there are Acts of 
Parliament prescribing what contracts they can make and with what 
limitations 
e contract in question was made clearly only under the powers and 
for the purposes of the Public Health Act, then the objection taken 
under section 174 would probably be fatal, notwithstanding that the de 
fendants have had the enfefit of the work done, a6 decided by Neville, 
, in Hoare Aing hury Urban Diatrict Council (1912, 2 Ch. 452). A 
nuous argument was addressed to me that the case is governed by 
wav. Facey (19 Q. B. D. 352 But there the question was not under 
‘ction 174, but with reference, I think, to section 264, where the 
words are different from the in section 174. That case, therefore, 
does not conclude this one in the least, which turns on section 174. 
There was some discussion as to the meaning of section 174, following 
as it is on section 173, and I think there is some conflict between the 
authorities, but it is a plausible view that the contracts included in 
174 are those dealt with in 173. However that may be, I decide that 
this contract did not come within section 174 of the Public Health Act, 
and the provisions of that section do not apply to it. The defendants 
here have a twofold capacity : they 
they have powers under the Rhyl Improvements Acte, formerly pos 
sessed by , : iprovement Commissioners, which title they 
actually bore 892 must consider, in dealing with the powers 
under those Acts er there is anything in the Commissioners 
Clauses Actes, 1847, or elsewhere, that invalidates the contract. It 
seems to me that the defendants were a corporation exercising the 


powers of the Improvement Commissioners, and that being so, the | 


contract is prima fe one that must be under seal, for corporations 
can only contract under seal, except in the case of well-known excep- 
tions. ‘There are differences of opinion in some of the cases, but it 
is settled law, I think, that in the absence of any exprese statutory 
prohibition, ‘‘ where the purposes for which a corporation is created 
render it necessary that work should be done or goods supplied to 
carry those purposes into effect, and orders are given by the corpora 
tion in relation to work to be done or goods to be supplied to carry 
into effect those purposes; if the work done or goods supplied are 
accepted by the corporation and the whole consideration for payment 
is executed, there is a contract to pay implied, and the absence of a 
tract under eeal of th corporation 15 no defence to an action brought 
in respect of the work done or goods supplied ’’ : Lawford v. Billericay 
Rural District Council (1903, 1 K. B. 772). Here what was done by the 
poration was done, as far as I can see, under the powers of the 
Impre ement and there being no st atutory prohibition, falls 
within that ca ordingly, I think that the plaintiff is entitled 
to be paid on a quantum meruit. As to the three items in the stat 
ment of claim, < they are all required by the Local Government 
Board, so there no distinction between them. There must be 
judgment for payment to the plaintiff of the amount claimed on a 
quantum meruit, and the defendants must pay the costs of the action 
CounseL, for the plaintiff, 7. Younger, K.C., and A. H. Chaytor ; 
for the defendant council, 7’. 7. Hughes, K.C., and P. F. Wheeler 
Souicrrors, // Pattison, d& Bathurst; Hamlins, Grammer. da 
Hamlins, for F. J. Gamlin, Rhyl. 


[Reported by R. C. Canntncron, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re LAW GUARANTEE TRUST AND ACCIDENT SOCIETY (LIM 
Neville, J. 6th and 9th May, 

Company — WINpDING-vP — Scneme OF ARRANGEMENT — GUARANTEE 
Po.ticy—Contract THEREIN TO Pay THE AMOUNT OF PRINCIPAL AND 
IntTEREST Due ON THE MORTGAGE ON DEFAULT OF THE MORTGAGOR— 
Not a Contract or Inpemniry—Costs-——Mortcacer’s Costs Appep 
To Hits PRINcIPAr 
Where a guarantce society contracted to pay the principal and interest 


; 


" 
due on a mortgage on the morta gor making default in payment thereof, 


it was held that the quarante¢ society did not contract to indemnify 


the policy-h lide i ¢ / under he) { 


y j ny ri y and accordingly, 
that in the winding-up of the guarantee society the costs of valuing 
her security and proving her claim came under the heading of mort- 
gagee’s costs or costs of proof, and must be disallowed because under 
the winding-up rules creditors are not entitled to the costs of proving 
their claim. 

here were tw nmonses before the court in this matter to review 
a taxation of costs, one by the liquidator of the society and one by a 
mortgagee, who had a guarantee policy. By an indenture of charge 
dated the 29th of January, 1903, a mortgagor charged property in 
favour of a mort : to secure £6,000 and interest. It was part of 
the consideration for this mortgage that the security should be guar- 
anteed by the L Guarantee Trust and Accident Society (Limited), 
and by another indenture of the same date the mortgagor covenanted 
to pay to the mortgagee the premiums’ payable under the policy to be 
issued by the society. The mortgagee effected a policy with the 
society on the same day, and by clanse 2 thereof the society, after 
undertaking to pay the interest in case of default, undertook, as soon 
as the assured should have become entitled to exercise her power of 
sale under the charge or otherwise entitled to sel] the property charged, 
and after notice from the assured requiring payment, to pay to the 


and epecial restrictions, particularly the Public Health | 
375. The defence raised to this action is founded on section 174: } 


are the urban authority and also | 


assured ‘‘ the principal money for the time being due under the charge."” 
Clause 5 of the policy provided that after notice from the society the 


| assured should either consent to the discontinuance of the policy or 


accept payment from the society of ‘‘the amount then due to her for 
principal, interest, amd costs,’’ and clause 10 provided that the aesured 
should not sell the property charged for any less sum than the amount 


| owing in respect of ‘‘ principal, interest, and costs.’’ The mortgagor 
| died and the mortgagee went into possession. In December, 1909, the 
| society went into volu i 


ntary liquidation, and a scheme of arrangement 
was sanctioned. Under this scheme the secured creditors were placed 


| in a position with regard to realizing, valuing, or surrendering their 


securities similar to their position under the Bankruptcy Act. On the 
6th of November, 1911, the liquidator gave notice to the mortgagee 
to value her security, and in accordance with this notice she valued it 
at £3,000. The liquidator requested to see the report of her valuer, 
which was later submitted to him, and he accepted her valuation of 
£3,000. She consequently put in a claim for the balance. The mort- 


| gagee’s bill of costs was then sent in to the liquidator, and was subse 


quently taxed by the taxing master. These costs may be divided into 
three classes, classes 1 and 2 relating to meetings of creditors of the 
society, and considering the scheme of arrangement, and class 3 re- 
lating to valuing the security and proving the claim. The taxing 
master, after objections, disallowed classes 1 and 2, but allowed class 
3. A summons was issued by the liquidator, asking that class 3 might 
be disallowed, and a summons was aon issued by the mortgagee asking 
that classes 1 and 2 might be allowed, and the liquidator’s objections 
to class 3 disallowed. Counsel for the liquidator contended that these 
costs were not mortgagee’s costs, and that if they were they were not 
payable by the society, because the society by their policy only con- 
tracted to pay the principal and interest. They did not contract to 
indemnify the mortgagee. 

Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, said: I think this claim must 
be disallowed. The Law Guarantee Trust and Accident Society 
(Limited), by their policy guaranteed to pay the principal and interest 
owing under this mortgage in the event of the mortgagor making de- 
fault in the payment thereof. They did not contract to indemnify 
the policy-holder against any loss under her security. These costs come 
under the heading of mortgagee’s costs, or costs of proof, and as 
under the winding-up rules creditors are not entitled to the costs of 
proving their claim, I disallow all the items.—CounseL, Maugham; 
Owen Thompson. Soricrrors, rere, Cholmeley, & Co. ; Taylor, Stile- 
man, & Underwood. 

(Reported by L. M. May, Barristar-at-Law.] 





~ . . 
Societies. 
The Law Society. 

[he following are extracts from the annual report of the Council : 

The Late Mr. Robert Ellett.—On the 26th of May, 1913, there 
occurred with great suddenness the death of Mr. Robert Ellett, of 
Cirencester. The sad event, which took place in the society’s building, 
has caused profound grief throughout the profession. For the thirty- 
one years during which Mr. Ellett had been a member of the Council 
his efforts to help forward the best interests of his professional brethren 
had never slackened, and in him has been lost a friend and counsellor 
whom it will be impossible to replace. 

Membership of the Society.—The society has now 9,056 members, of 
whom 4,168 practice in town and 4,888 in the country. The number of 
members who joined the society during the past year is 263, as com- 
pared with 308 in the previous year. After allowing for deaths, resigna- 
tions, and exclusions, the number of members shews an increase for 
the year of five 

Registry Department. During the past year several letters have been 
received from members referring to the assistance afforded by this 
department. The secretary has been informed of several mortgages of 
varied amounts which have been arranged in this way, There was an 
increase in the total number of entries received during 1912 over the 
previous year. The regietry is evidently answering its purpose well, 
and this fact should encourage members to make fuller use of it as a 
means of making known their own requirements and ascertaining those 
of others. The attention of members is specially directed to the society's 
cleikship registers. About 2,500 entries a year are made on the society's 
Register F (clerkships wanted) by admitted or unadmitted clerks in 
want of situations, and for some years past a record has been kept of 
such clerks. No clerk is allowed to inspect the register of vacant 
situations or enter his name without having first produced a letter cf 
recommendation from a member of the society, or, in cases where it ie 
impossible to obtain this, from some responsible person, to the effect 
that the clerk is personally known to the writer and is of good characte: 
By this means the Council are able to eneure that the register is, as 
far as possible, kept free of undesirable applicants. 

rd and Statistical Department.—A eteady increase in the numb-: 

it s received by the society’s Record and Statistical Depart- 
ment has been noticeable during the past year, and in the majority of 
cascs the information required has been available and has been eupplied 
without delay. The most usual purpose of inquirers has been the trac- 
ing of deeds and papers, and the Council, in order to meet this, have 
laid, special etress on the importance of the succession registers. To 
complete these registers and keep them up to date a system has been 
introduced whereby every effort is made, when a solicitor dies or retires. 


of in 





to ascertain what has been done with reference to his business and 
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documents. In this manner information is collected and put at the dis- 
posal of members which is often very valuable. The professional record 
of some thousands of individual solicitors hag been added, as well as 
the history of a number of firms. Particulars as to changes in part- 
nerships, dissolutions, obituary notices, appointments, and information 
of general interest obtained from the London, provincial and legal press, 
are kept in a manner easily referable. ‘The table of statistics with 
reference to articles, examinations, the number of solicitors admitted 
and practising, membership of the society, &c., giving the figures for 
many years back, enable very ueeful and important information to be 
obtainable at short notice. ‘lhe Council will be glad if members will, 


| 


wherever possible, lend their assistance towards making these records | 


still more complete, particularly as to the successions to practices of 
deceased or retired solicitors. 
Candidates for Examination.—The nu:aber of successful candidates 


in 1912-13, as compared with the numbers in 1911-12, are as follows :— | 


Preliminary, 171, as against 189; intermediate (law), 439, as against 
417; (accounts and book-keeping), 497, as against 437; final, 475, as 
against 478; honours, 55, as against 60. It may be of interest to note 
the difference in the number of candidates giving notice for examination 
in 1902 and. 1912. i 
560, as against 510 in 1912, a decrease of 250. For the intermediate 
examination, 1902, there were 1,184, as against 690 in 1912, a decrease 
of 494. For the final examination, 1902, there were 861, as aguinst 
651 in 1912, a decrease of 210. 
articles of clerkship registered in 1902 and 1912 shews that in the 


former year there were registered 785 articles of clerkship, of which | 
676 were original articles, while in 1912 only 534 articles were registered, | 
of which 459 were origina] articles, shewing a falling off in the number | 


of clerks entering into articles of clerkship of 217. The number of 
persons admitted as solicitors in 1902 was 557, and in 1912 it was 494, 
a decrease of 63. 

Preliminary Examination.—The Council’s Bill to repeal the provision 
in the Solicitors Act, 1877, which exempts holders of the junior certifi- 


cates of the Oxford and Cambridge local examinations from the | ) ; , 
| the proposal might be made the subject of a regulation of the judges, 


society’s preliminary examinations, will again be introduced. It was 
supported last session by Sir Joseph Larmor, M.P., one of the represen- 
tatives of Cambridge University in the House of Commons, and his 
co-operation will again be sought, 

Intermediate Examination.—On the 14th of June, 1912, a new regula- 
tion affecting the intermediate examination was brought up by the 
Council and adopted as follows :—‘‘ An articled clerk may give notice 


for such part of the intermediate examination as relates to trust accounts | 


and book-keeping at the examination at which he is, or, if exempt, 
would be, entitled to give notice for such part of the examination as 


relates to law, or at any intermediate examination thereafter, but 
must obtain a certificate of having passed in trust accounts and book- 
keeping before the gives notice for the final examination.” 

The Society’s Teaching System.—The number of students attending 
the society’s lectures and classes during the session has been 274, of 


whom 209 have been oral and 65 correspondence students. Altogether, 
since the establishment of the new system in 1903, 1,391 students have 
taken advantage of it. The entry of entirely new students during the 
session has been 134, but many who had previously been intermediate 
students have also joined this session with a view of preparing for the 
final examination. These figures shew a substantial increase, especially 
in the number of new students, over the figures for last session, in 
spite of the fact that the number of articles registered has continued 
to decrease. At the four qualifying examinations which have been 
held since the last annual report was prepared 194 of the society’s 
students have been successful in passing—viz., 91 in the final, 57 in the 
intermediate, and 46 in accounts and book-keeping only; 13 of the 
society’s students have obtained honours—viz., one in the first class, 
two in the second, and 10 in the third. Whilst the society’s system 
aims rather at qualifying a student for his professional duties than for 
passing his examinations, it is satisfactory to know that this aim is 
not found in practice to be incompatible with success in the examina- 
tions. The work of the degree classes continues to maintain its high 
standard. At the degree examinations of the University of London, 
held in September last, one of the society’s students obtained first class 
honours and three second class honours. One student was successful 
in the London University final pass examination, and three in the inter- 
mediate. Three holders of the society’s studentships were also success- 
ful. The award of studentships and of prizes of books for diligent 
attendance and work in connection with the society’s teaching system 
has been continued during the past year on much the same lines as 
In recent years, except that, for the present year, the Council have 
sanctioned the addition of a special prize for degree students. On the 
social side of the Education Committee’s work, the most important 
feature of the year has been the steady growth in popularity of the 
students’ cocial rooms opened in March, 1912. When the last report 
was icsued, it was too soon to form any estimate of the extent to which 
the rooms would appeal to articled clerks. It is now poesible to say 
that they are obviously appreciated by a large and growing number, 
the average daily attendance now reaching nearly 100, while an average 
of thirty-five to forty daily use the rooms for luncheon purposes. In 
addition to the undoubted advantages of the rooms to those who directly 
benefit by their uee, the Council feel that the society gains by the close 
2esociation with ite building of a large number of men who though 
not at present eligible for membership of the society, will be a source 
of strength to it in the future. ‘ 


For the preliminary examination, 1902, there were | 


A comparison between the number of | 
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Education of Articled Clerks,—On page 17 of the last annual report 
reference was made to the approval by the Council of a proposal that 
the training of articled clerks should, where possible, be supplemented 
by a year’s attendance before articles at an approved law school, which 
should exempt from one year’s ordinary service under articles. The 
proposal was the subject of two reports, which were printed in the 
appendix of the annual report, to which members are referred. It was 
subsequently suggested that a clause to give effect to the proposal 
should be included in the Bill, now being promoted by the Council, 
dealing with the exemptions to the preliminary examinations, but this 





| euggestion, which would have impeded the passage of the Bill, was 


not acceded to. At a later date a further suggestion was made that 
under the provisions of section 13 of the Solicitors Act of 1877, and 
this is now under the consideration of the Legal Education Committee. 

Admission of Law Clerk:s.—In October last a question was asked of 

the Attorney-General in the House of Commons as to ‘‘ whether, having 
| regard to the fact that there are approximately 36,000 law clerks in the 
United Kingdom, he would at an early date consider the advisability 
of introducing legislation revising the charter to enable law clerks to 
become solicitors subject to examination tests only, and thus open a 
| career at present barred by poverty.”’ After consulting the Council 
the Attorney-General replied : ‘‘ The admission of solicitors in England 
and Wales is regulated not by charter, but by Acts of Parliament. 
| These Acts provide in ordinary cases for a five years’ course of articles 

and for passing an intermediate and a final examination, but by eection 

4 of the Solicitors Act of 1860 a special concession limiting the terms 
| of articles to three years is made in favour of clerks who can prove 
| that they have been employed in a solicitor’s office for a period of ten 
| years. I am not prepared to recommend a dispensation of the articles 
| of clerkship, as it is considered that, having regard to the grave responsi- 
| bilities attached to the office of a solicitor, every person seeking admie- 
| sionshould not only be qualified by examination, but also by an adequate 
| experience, of the practice of the law.”’ 

County Courts Bill, 1912.—On page 20 of the last annual report refer- 
ence was made to the fact that the Bill, which had passed the House 
of Lords in the previous year, had then been introduced by the 
Attorney-General in the House of Commons. A full report upon this 
Bill was prepared by the County Courts Committee, and is included in 
the appendix. Reference is made in that report to the fact that the 
Bill, though extending the jurisdiction of county courts, had in no way 
restricted the right of audience by solicitors in those courts. It 
referred also, with satisfaction, to the provision which preserved to 
eolicitors county court registrarships. It then drew attention to the 
inclusion in the Bill of a clause to which the Council objected, providing 
for special sittings at places and times to be appointed in accordance 
with directions to be given by the Lord Chancellor, at which all actions 
over £50 were to be tried. The Council were of opinion that the pro- 
posal was at variance with a fundamental principle of county court 
jurisdiction—viz., that the administration of justice should be localised. 
The report was in due course forwarded to the Lord Chancellor, who 
promised that it should receive his consideration. Subsequently an 
intimation was received by the Council that the Government proposed 
to amend the special sittings clause in such a way as to make it applic- 
able only to cases over £100. It was evident that such a concession 
would have removed much of the ground of opposition which had pre- 
viously been expressed by the Council, as it would practically have 
limited the juriediction of the special sittings courts to those cases 
which, but for the new Bill, would have been tried in the High Court. 
It would still have militated against the general principle of localising 
the administration of justice, but as the Bill was not proceeded with in 
the House of Commons, it became unnecessary to consider the question 
more closely. The Bill has not been re-introduced, and the latest in- 
formation in the possession of the Council with regard to it is con- 
tained in the answer made by the Attorney-General in the House of 
Commons in which he stated that the question of the re-introduction of 
a Bill was under consideration. 





Payments into the County Court by Cheque.—The attention of the 
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Council having been directed to what was described as the inconvenience 
caused to suitors by the custom prevalent in county courte of declining 
ta accept cheques for payments into court, the subject was taken into 
consideration by the Council, and a report upon it prepared. This 
report, which is included in the appendix, sets out the various con- 
siderations involved, and shews that in the opinion of the Council the 
practice in the county court c¢ uld not readily be adapted to the pro 
posal, which therefore is not recommended. 

Conduct Money Payable to a Judgment Debtor when Required to 
Attend Personally on a Judgment Summons.—The attention of the 
Council has been dire to a case in which a county court judge had 
refused to hear a judgment summons, in the judgment debtor's absence, 
owing to the conduct money which had been tendered to him being 
limited to the attendance allowance according to the county court scale, 
exclusive of travelling expenses. The matter was referred tothe County 
Courts Committee for consideration and report. The facts of the case 
appeared to involve come hardship to the judgment creditor, as his 
debtor, whose station in life necessitated payment to him for attend- 
ance allowance on the higheet s ale provided by the rules, resided but 
a comparatively short tram ride from the county court. It will be seen, 
however, from the report of the County Courts Committee, which is 
printed in the appendix, that, assuming the judge to have held that 
the defendant would ‘ reasonably’’ be obliged to disburse travelling 
expenses, the non-payment of the tram fare justified the judge in 
refusing to fine, and that possibly, on a very strict construction of the 
law, it even precluded him from doing so. 

Land Trans/er.—In the Jast annual report it was stated that the 
Council were considering the question of whether, in promoting a Bill 
for the assimilation of the law of real and personal property, provision 
ethould be made for connecting with that proposal a scheme by which 
could be ascertained from a register the persons capable of making a 
simple and effective transfer to a purchaser without the neceesity of 
investigating a title to equitable or other subsidiary interests of the 
lands, it being agreed, however, that if any such scheme should be 
proposed it would be submitted to the province ial law societies before 
being adopted. The report also detailed the various plans which had 
been suggested for that general object, and it pointed out that under 
any of them the duties of the registrar would be ministerial only. 
Reference also was made to the fact that the Council had submitted to 
the Lord Chancellor (Lord Loreburn) a Bill, being practically Part L. 
of Mr. Cyprian Williams’ Bill, for the aesimilation of the law, and that 
the Lord Chancellor had intimated that though he would be glad to 
receive and to consider any suggestion which the society might make on 
the Bill which he hoped shortly to introduce, he regarded their Bill 
as too controversial to be proposed by the Government without much 
further consideration. Lord Loreburn resigned the office of Lord Chan 
cellor.in June, 1912, before he had fulfilled his expreseed intention of 
introducing a Land Transfer Bill. In the meantime the Council had 
prepared such a scheme as that referred to 
mitted it in outline to the provincial law societies. In so doing they 
expressed their conviction that if any system of registration was to be 
approved by the public and the profession the law of real property 
must be amended and assimilated to that of personal property, l 
that they regarded this as fundamental, for reasons which were 
known and had frequently been stated ; they considered, moreover, at 
even after euch amendment no system of registration could be satisfa 


d they subsequently sub 


tory unless based upon registration of absolute ownership combined 
with cautions, and that a system which registered truets, mortgages, 
amd other intereste, as in the case of that now working in London, was 
not only useless, but mischievous, The Council recognised also that 
while a system of ownerships and cautions, commonly called,a stock and 
share register, was an object to be aimed at, it could not be completely 
achieved, owing to the fact that land and etocks differ both in inherent 
qualities and in the laws to which they have been subjected. The 
Council, in submitting the matter to the provincial law societies, ex- 
pressed themselves as profoundly impressed with the mistake that had 
been made in introducing the system now working in London, and that 
they believed compulsion could have been avoided had the question 
been treated differently in the past. It was evident, they said, that 
the ultimate judges of any law muet be the people who had to paes 
their life under it, and that a system which the public repudiates has 
no chance of success. That any system, to be willingly adopted, must 
leave the landholder with all proper powers at present possessed by 
him, must leave his title to the land at least as safe as it is now, must 
not hamper proper dealings with the land, must protect lenders and 
pereons who have equitable and subsidiary interests, and must make 
dealings cheaper, and less liable to be defeated by fraud. The echeme 
referred to was considerd by the provincial law societies, and subse 
quently, at a meeting held in London, on the 26th of July, 1912. dis 
cussed by them with the Land Tranefer Committe: Sixty-two del 
gates from the provincial law eocieties, rep: ting thirty-nine soci 
ties, attended, and the following resolution was passed : That this 
meeting, without pledging iteelf to details, accepts the principle of the 
scheme recommended by the Council on the understanding that it il] 
be proy osed as 3 echeme to be applied by way of experiment in London 
only, and that opposition will be offered to any propoeal to extend ¢ m- 
pulsory registration of any kind beyond London, except under statutory 
authority, but that in the county of York a simultaneous experiment 
pn ~ Aan made on the lines proposed by the Yorkshire society.’” This 
Hedeoon ~ A pt mon = forwarded to the Lord Chancellor (Lord 
ubsequently received a deputation, consisting of the 








President and Vice-President, Mr. Ellett, Mr. Humfrys, Mr. Hills, ana 
Mr. Morton. The interview was confidential, and it is therefore impos- 
sible to say more than that the Lord Chancellor assured the deputation 
that the subject of the transfer of land was receiving, and would 
receive, his most careful consideration, and that he would in due course 
inform the Council of his proposals. 

Land Trans fer—Registrar’s Memorandum.—In June, 1912, the Regis 
trar of the Land Registry published a memorandum with regard to 
what were described as the facilities afforded by the Land Transfe: 
Acts for cheapening and simplifying dealings with land. While omit 
ting any reference to the adverse criticisms of the recent Royal C 
mission and to the considerable body of evidence given against it ly 
landowners and others engaged in dealings with land, it strongly urged 
the advantages of the syetem, asserting not only that registration would 
increase the marketable value of land, but suggesting that once a title 
is registered no difficulty or complication could arise in the future. 
[he Council considered that not only was the time chosen for the 
issue of the memorandum singularly inappropriate, but that some of 
its statements were misleading. In the circumstances they prepared 
certain observations upon it, a print of which is included in the 
appendix. A copy was forwarded to the Lord Chancellor, and subse 
quently circulated among members and published generally. 

Conveyancing Bills.—The Council are again promoting the Trustees 
Bill and the Tithe Bill referred to on page 28 of the last annual report. 
They have been introduced into the House of Commons by Mr. Hills, 
M.P., a member of the Council. 

Mental Deficiency Bill.—This Bill, which has been introduced to 
make further provision for the care of feeble-minded persons, provides, 
by Clause 20, for the constitution of a Board of Control, consisting of 
fifteen commissioners, of whom four shall be legal commissioners 
whose qualification is to be that of practising barristers or solicitors of 
at least five years’ standing. The Bill, as it was originally introduced 
last year, did not qualify solicitors for appointment on the Board, and 
it was only upon representations made on behalf of the Council that 
the qualification for commissionerships was extended to the solicitors 
branch of the legal profession. 

Foreclosure Procedure.—On page 33 of the last annual report refer 
ence was made to a proposal which had emanated from the Council that 
a process of summary judgment should be applied in simple and clear 
cases towards assisting mortgagees to obtain absolute foreclosure orders 
expeditiously and without vexatious hindrance from the holders of 
valueless equities. The draft of certain rules on the subject, which 
had been prepared by the Council, are still under the consideration of 
the Rule Committee. 

National Insurance Act, 1911. Audience before the Medical Sub- 
In October last the Insurance Commissioners iseued certain 
provisional regulations as to the administration of medical benefit 
which provided, inter alia, that every Insurance Committee was to con 
stitute a special Sub-Committee for dealing with any question arising 
between an insured person and a practitioner attending him, in respect 
either of the treatment prescribed by the practitioner, or the conduct 
of the insured person while receiving that treatment. The regulations 
also provided that the proceedings before the Committee were to be 
private, and that no person was to be admitted to them except tl» 
parties themselves, the secretary or other officer of the society of which 
the insured person was a member, the secretary or other officer of the 
Local Medical Committee, and such other person as might be admitted 
by the Sub-Committee owing to ‘“‘his attendance being required fo1 
the purposes of the proceedings or to assist either party in the presenta 
tion of hig case.’’ It was, however, expressly provided that neither 
party should be represented before the Sub-Committee by counsel ot 
by solicitor. The Council were of opinion that the exclusion of 
solicitors was unjust, both to the profession and to the parties in- 
terested, especially in view of the serious questions which might arise, 
and to the no less serious results which might ensue upon the findings 
of the Sub-Committee. They accordingly made representations upon 
the subject to the Insurance Commissioners, and a deputation which 
attended upon them pointed out especially that the exclusion of counsel 
and solicitors would inevitably result in the employment by the parties 
of unqualified paid agents to represent them. As a result of these 
representations the Commissioners altered the rule by extending the 
exclusion to all paid advocates. They declined, however, to remove 
the restriction against counsel and solicitors, and all efforts by tiie 
Council in the matter were frustrated by the support given to the rule 
by the British Medical Association. In the circumstances, further 
opposition was abandoned, but it should be noted that counsel and 
solicitors are admitted to audience at what may be described as the 
more important enquiry before the Enquiry Committee constituted by 
regulation 54, and that by the same regulation only barristers and 
solicitors in actual practice are qualified to sit on that Committee. 

Proceedings By or Against Poor Persons.—It appears from the last 
annual report, page 36, that the Council were at that time in cem 
munication with the General Council of the Bar, as to certain ru 
which had been framed with the object, if possible, of surmounting th 
difficulties experienced by Charitable Legal Aid Societies im taking 
legal action on behalf of those whose interests they desired to protect. 
Rules have now been passed, and ars included as Part 4 of Order 16 
of the Rules of the Supreme Court. They provide that any person may 
take proceedings as a poor person, on satisfying the court that he has 
reasonable cause of action, and that his means do not exceed the sum 
of £50, or such larger sum not exceeding £100 as the judge may. 
under special circumstances, direct. Lists of solicitors and counsel 
willing to enquire into and report upon applications and willing to be 


(‘ommittec. 











June 28, 1913. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 57.] 631 





assigned to assist poor persons are to be kept, and all applications are 
to be referred first to a solicitor or counsel on the Report List and 
subsequently, if good cause is shown, to a solicitor or counsel-on the 
Assisting List. Poor persons are not to be liable to court fees or costs, 





unless, in the opinion of the judge, the application has been made | 
without due cause; and no person is to take, or agree to take, any fee, | 


profit, or reward, either for the enquiry on report or for the conduct cf 
the proceedings, and councel and solicitor are to look for their fees 
exclusively to any fund which may from time to time be assigned for 
the purpose by the Treasury. The above are the main points of the 
rules, and the Council trust that they will prove of material] assistance 
in procuring for poor peisons careful consideration of and a quick 
remedy for their grievances. Members aro aware that the Council 
have for many years endeavoured to discourage the practices adopted 
hy respon ible and undesirab' persons earnbyving on business as eo 
called Legal Aid Societies, of frequenting hospitals and similar institu 


tions and entering into arrangements with poor persons under which | 


actions are to be entered, and the agent is to be remunerated by taking 
a proportion of the proceeds of the litigation. Correspondence on the 


subject has from time to time, during the past year, appeared in the | 


public Press, and it was to some extent on this account, but more 
especially in connection with the new rules already referred to, that 
the Council decided to appoint a Committee to consider whether it would 
he desirable in the interests of the public and the legal profession that 
part should be taken in a movement for providing or co-operating with 
others in the provision of legal advice and assistance to such approved 
persons as through poverty are unable to obtain professional aid in 
the ordinary way. A committee was accordingly appointed, and 

a result of their recommendations the following resolutions were 
adopted by the Council :—‘‘ (1) That in view of the evident trend of 
public opinion in favour of aiding poor persons unable to procure 
legal advice and assistance through the ordinary channels, and in 
view of the frequent cases in which such persons are victimised by 
so-called legal aid societies—and by other means—with which certain 
solicitors are associated in such a way as to bring discredit upon ow 
branch of the profession, it ig¢, in the opinion of the Council, desirable 
that the Law Society should publicly show its interest and its willing 
ness to co-operate, if practicable, in the movement for suppressing such 
malpractices, and for facilitating the means of access to efficient and 
honest advice and assistance. 
taken for ascertaining what are the existing organisations in London 
having the same object, the regulations under which such organisa- 
tions are working, and the extent to which they cover the metropolitan 
area and are conveniently available to the whole poor population of 


that area. (3) That steps be taken to ascertain whether the rules of | 


legal aid organisations in Liverpool and Manchester. as approved hy 
the local law societies, and the facilities given by those societies, are 
adopted in other places, with a view tothe Council considering whether 


it is prac ticable and expedient to extend the re ognition and assistance | cé 


of the Law Society to the provinees in conjyunk tion with the provin ial 
law societies (4) That in furtherance of the object in view invita 
tions be extended to representatives of some of the existing organisa- 
tions to a conference, at which the methods of procedure may be dis 
cussed, and any practical difficulties or lack of efficiency ascertained 
and considered. (5) That the committee be empowered to carry out 
the above 1ecommendations, and to report to the Council the result, 
aml whether any, and what, action on the part of the society can in 
the opinion of the committee be usefully taken.’’ In accordance with 
these resolutions invitations were extended to some of the existing 
organisations to attend a conference at the Society’s Hall, and as a 
result of that conference, which was held on the 2nd May, 1913, and 
was very largely attended, a committee consisting of two members of 
the Bar Council, two members of the Council of the Law Society, and 
six representatives of existing charitable legal aid societies was 
appointed to consider as to the best practical provision that could be 
made for the extension and organisation of the legal assistance of 
poor persons. 

Briefs Delivered to Counsel by Lay Clerks to Public Authorities.—- 
The attention of the Council has, during the past year, again been 
directed to the bar rule of etiquette, which permits counsel to accept 
from non-solicitor clerks to local authorities briefs to appear at local 
enquiries under the Local Government Acts, Public Health Acts, or 
Light Railways Acts. The Council requested the Bar Council further 
to consider the matter, but the latter replied that in the absence of 
evidence as to any change of circumstances since the question was last 
dealt with, they did not see their way to depart from the view that 
the business referred to, being essentially different from contentious 
business in court, justifies the acceptance of briefs direct from the 
lay clerk. A deputation from the Council has since attended upon 
the Bar Council and the matter is still the subject of consideration. 

Presidential Address at Cardiff.—The president of the society, in 
his address at Cardiff, dealt at some length with the position and 
prospects of the profession and the possibility of effecting improve- 
ments. He expressed the view that an inquiry might conveniently be 
directed towards ascertaining, first, whether the expenses of litigation, 
which he regarded as having a deterrent effect on court litigation, could 
be reduced, and especially whether any reduction could be made in 
the present fees paid to counsel. He considered, secondly, that too 
great a disparity exists between the costs paid on taxation to a suc- 
ceasful litigant.and those which that litigant has to pay to his solicitor. 
Thirdly, the present mode of preparing bills of costs appeared to 
him to be unnecessarily complicated, and that it would be more con- 





(2) That as a first step measures be | 
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enient for the solicitor and satisfactory to the client if the system, 
adopted in the medical profe ssion, of charging a single fee for an 
| entire transaction, could be introduced. The president further advo 
cated the extension of the present powers of contracting with clients 
in matters involving litigation. On the ieassembling ot the Council 
after the long vacation, the questions raised were submitted to them, 
| and a special committee was appointed for their consideration. As a 
result, the Council have passed the following resolutions : 
With regard to (1) the « rpeuses of litigation and ¢ peeu iy as CONCETUS 
counsel's fees, they are of opinion that a recommendation should be made 
to members of the society and the profession generally not to accede to 
any request which may be made by counsel, who has accepted a 
| brief, to increase his fee merely on the ground that the opposing 
|} counsel’s brief has been marked with a higher lee The com 
mittee have also recommended that steps should be taken with a 
view to obtaining recognition of the principle of leaders accept 
| ing briefs marked with special fee in addition to the brief fee, 
whch special fee shall not be taken into consideration in determining 
. 


the proportionate brief fees payable to the other counsel. The words 
‘special fee *’ are used as not only denoting the special fee which 

certain counsel demand in addition to their brief fee in any action o1 

| for going into any particular court, or for attending their own or other 
circuit, etc., but also as meaning any addition to the brief fee that 
would ordinarily be marked having regard to the importance of the 
ise. A communication has been made to the Bar Council on this 

subject ind ’ further report with recard to if will he issned ta 
member hen the inquiry has heen completed. 

With regard to (2) the di parity between taxed costs and solicitor and 

| client costs, the Council are of opinion that if the power veeted in the Tax- 
ing Masters under Order 65, Rule 27 (29) were exercised to the full extent, 
it could be made to extend to successful litigants what would practically 
| bean indemnity against the expense of a reasonable conduct of the litiga 
tion. They consider that the case would be met if steps were taken 
to insure that, unless the judge at the trial otherwise orders, such 
| costs and expenses shall be allowed to a successful litigant whose case 
| has been properly conducted without extravagance or over-caution as 
will conetitute an indemnity for the expenses to which he has been put. 
| The Council are now considering the desirability of making represen- 
| tations to the judges and taxing masters with a view to giving a wider 
interpretation and a more complete effect to the language of the rule 
referred to. . 
With regard to (3) the mode of making out bills of costs, the 
Council have taken the opinion of Sir Robert Finlay and Mr. John 
D. Crawford of the Common Law Bar, who have advised that a soli- 
citor’s bill in order to meet the requirements of section 37 of the 
| Solicitors Act, 1843, must shew the fees, charges and disbursementa 
which the solicitor is asking the client to pay. and for the recovery 
| of which he would have to bring his action if the bill were not paid, 
and that the various cases which have been decided upon the Act shew 
that the solicitor must deliver such a bill to the client, that the client 
may know the nature and extent of the business which has heen done, 
and the amount of the fees, charges, and disbursements which the 
solicitor is asking him to pay. That, apart from section 4 of the 
Solicitors Act, 1870, and section 8 of the Act of 1881, there is no 
valid payment of a bill unless such a proper bill has been delivered, 
and that if, therefore, a proper bill has not been delivered, and there 
has been no waiver by the client, the client is not precluded by pay- 
ment from opening the bill. Counsel have, however, expressed the 
further opinion that the delivery of such a bill as the statute requires 
can be waived by the client, and that if there has been such waiver, 
there may be a valid payment without a proper bill having been 
delivered, and that in principle there is no reason why the client 
| should not, if he has full knowledge of the work which has been done, 
| and if there has been no unfair dealing, be able to waive the delivery 
| of the bill. A solicitor will be safe, therefore, if, when he delivers 
the bill, he points out to the client that he is entitled to full details 
of the fees, charges and disbursements, and that those particulars 
will be supplied if the client so desires. If with this information 
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before him the client expressly waives delivery of the bill, then, in 
the absence of any injustice, fraud, pressure or overcharge, counsel 
do not consider that the client would be entitled to re open the bill 
They suggest that if some such clause as the following were attached 
to or formed part of the solicitor’s bill in conspicuous type 
note calling the client ttention to it, the solicitor would be 

ably safe. The clause they consider might run in such words as the 
following : ‘‘ By section 37 of the Solicitors Act, 1843, you are en 
titled to details of the fees, charges and disbursements making up 
this bill. These particulars will be furnished to you if you inform 
us before payment or settlement of this bill that you desire them, 
otherwise they will be treated as waived by you.’’ Counsel consider 
that if this clause were brought to the client’s notice, he would not 
be entitled subsequently to re-open the bill if the charges were fait 
and reasonable, and if there were no fraud, pressure or injustice. In 
the circumstances, the Council are of opinion that the practice of 
delivery, as between solicitor and client, of a lump sum bill without 
priced details and items is a growing and convenient practice, and 
hould be facilitated by att the solicitor in the event of taxation 
to supplement the bill by a statement of the nature and amount of 
the business done, shewing the skill, labour and responsibility involved, 
but that this innot be effected without legislation, and they are not 
prepared to apply to Parliament for the purpose. They desire to draw 
the attention of members to the course suggested by counsel 

The fourth question, as to the desirability and feasibility of contract 
ing with clients in maatiorn involving litigation, is one which has been 
receiving long consideration, and counsel’s opinion has, in view of the 
seriousness of the various questions involved, been taken upon jt also 
The Council are deferring a considered report until after an oppor 
tunity has been afforded them of conferring with the provincial repre 
sentatives of the society. 

International Law Association.—The Council have received an intima- 
tion that the annual conference of the International Law Association 
will this year be held at Madrid on the 1st of October and following 
days. In reeponse to an invitation to appoint a representative, the 
Council have stated that Mr. Sharpe will, if possible, be present. on the 
occasion. 

Medical Officers Conducting Prosecutions before Justices.—A clerk 
to justices having requested the approval of the Council to advice 
which he had given to, and which had been acted upon by, his bench 
of justices, to decl ine to permit a prosecuting medical officer to address 
them, a reply was made that, in the opinion of the Council, the course 
adopted by the clerk of calling the attention of the magistrates to the 
fact that the medical officer was not a solicitor, was a proper one, and 
that there was ample judicial authority for the objection to pereons, 
being neither members of the Bar nor solicitors acting as advocates 
The Council stated that as the information had been laid by the 
medical officer, he was entitled, as the clerk had indeed recognized, to 
state the facts of his case, to give evidence himself, to call and ex 
amine his own witnesses and to cross-examine the witne sses for the 
defence, but that he was not entitled to make any observations in reply 
upon the evidence for the defence, or further to ad oan the court, and 
that indeed his counsel or solicitor, if he had he professionally repre- 
sented, would not have been entitled to do so 

Delays in Granting Probatez.—A letter having been received from 
the Cheltenham Legal Association complaining of delays in the iseuing 
of a probate owing to requisitions by the Estate Duty Department, the 
matter was referred to the Council for consideration. The complaint 
having been supplemented by similar communications from the 
Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incorporated Law Society and the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies, a special report upon it was pre 
pared, and is included in the appendix. Representations in accordance 
with a recommendation contained in the report have been addressed to 
the Senior Registrar of the Probate Division, and to the secretary of 
the Estate Duty Department. 

Conditions of Sale—Reservation of the Conve yance to the Vendor's 
Solicitor.—The attention of the Council has again been called to a 
condition of sale in common use in the county of Cornwell under which 
the vendor's solicitor reserves to himself the right to supply a convey- 





ance to the purchaser and to be paid by him for the work on an ad 

‘alorem scale. The Council have, on more than one occasion, ex 
soueed disapproval of conditions of sale which abridge the right of a 
purchaser to employ his own solicitor, and, still more, of conditione 
obliging the purchaser to employ the vendor's solicitor, and they have 
from time to time introduced legislation to give effect to their views. 
- clause to effect this purpose was originally included in the me. 

tich subsequently became law as the Conveyancing Act of 1911, 
was only abandoned when it became apparent that otherwise the entire 
Bill would be lost. The reasons which have actuated the Council in 
their objection to ccnditions of sale of the nature referred to ar 
summarised in a memorandum on the subject which is printed in the 
appendix. A eopy of this memorandum has been forwarded to each 
of the Provincial Law Societies, with a request for thei ir views. Many 

l » been received expressing in every case agreement with t) 
(conn il. Phe Associated Provin ial duiw Societies al 
ed the following resolution :—‘‘ That in the opinion of this 

( ion the practice of inserting in contracts and conditions of 
of landed property a provision that the vendor’s solicitor shall prepare 
the conveyance to the purchaser, and shall be paid by him a fee for so 
doing, is objectionable, and ought to be discontinued, and that this 
meeting requests the Council of the Law Society forthwith to take such 
steps to prevent the practice as it may think most expedient, and to that 
end the association is willing to co-operate with and assist the Council 
in ‘es course it may ultimately decide to adopt.’’ The Council have 
now de 1 to address a communication to each solicitor practising i 
Cornwall, pointing out to him the objection felt to the practice hy 
vhole pro i. ssion, and requesting its abandonment, so that the nec 

r le g) islation m: Ly be avoided. 

Solicitors (Additional Powers) Bil, 1913.—In te rt last a 
deputation attended from the City of London Solicitors’ Compan 
urging the desirability of direct disciplinary control over all coli itors 
by the Discipline Committee, subject to an appeal to the court, and 
advocating some provision for a guarantee fund. The deputation were 
informed that the suggested formation of a guarantee fund would be 
considered, and that with regard to a general disciplinary control over 
eolicitors, the Council were promoting a Bill to empower the Discipline 
Committee not only to require a solicitor to answer allegations made 
against him, but, after hearing the case, themselves to make an order 
striking him off the roll, or suspending him from practice, or an order 
for costs against either party subject to an appeal to the court. This 

sill, a print of which is ‘edaiel in the appendix, has been ag page 
in the House of Lords by Lord Loreburn, has been supported by 
Lord Chancellor, and has passed that House. The Council are en 
deavouring to secure the passage of the Bill during the present session 

Public Trustee Amendment Bill.—This Bill proposes to enact that 
where the Public Trustee is satisfied that all the persons for the time 
being beneficially interested under an authorized trust desire that he 
should be the sole trustee of the trust, he may by writing declare hi 
acceptance of the trust, and thereupon he shall become the trustee to 
the exclusion of those in whom the testator or settlor expressly reposed 
his confidence. The Bill seeks also to give to the Public: Trustee 
liberty to proceed to obtain his own appointment on the evidence 

merely of a statutory declaration made by any person appearing to ha 
nareenel knowledge of the facts. The Council object to theee pro 
posals, and have so informed the Lord Chancellor; they consider that 
powers such as these should he exer: isable, if at all, only by the court 
and for sper ial cause shewn. 








' Council of Legal Education. 


The following appointments have been made by the Council of Le 
Edneation for the year ending the 31st of July, 1914 : 
| Roman Law, Jurisprudence, and International Law.- Reader, Mi 
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Constitutional Law, English and Colonial, and Legal History 
Reader, Mr. A. FE. W. Hazel. 
Evidence, Procedure, and Criminal Law.—Reader, Dr. W. Blake 
Odgers, K.C. 
The Law of Real Property and Conveyancing.—Reader, Mr. A. F. 
Topham; Aesistant-Reader, Mr. W. J. Whittaker. 
| Common Law.—Reader, Mr. Hugh Fraser; Assistant-Reader, Mr. . 
CG. Pe 
Fouit ie Reader, Mr. J. A. Strahan; Assistant-Reader, Mr. G. Vi. ‘J 
H kdvard 
Hindu and Mahomedan Law.—Lecturer, Sir E. J. Trevelyan 








Jury Law and Practice. 


| The Times of the 21st inst, contains the following letter from Lord 
Lindl y, and we append the reply from Mr. Herbert Stephen, which 
ippeared in the Times of the 24th inst. : 

Sir,—No one acquainted with the practical working of the trial of 
civil actions by juries can be ignorant of the unsatisfactory consequences 
of a failure by a jury to agree on their verdict. 

‘Unless the litigants agree to accept the verdict of the majority, the 
trial and all the annoyance and expense to jurors and witnesses and the 
parties concerned will have been thrown away, and their time and that 

| of the judge will have been wasted. The litigants may etill come to 


| terms or drop further proceedings altogether, or have a new trial with 





er 
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another jury. This involves calling witnesses all over again and further | Obituary 
. 


trouble, nergy a to all concerned. " 
** Attention was called to this important matter by one or two of the 
gentlemen consulted by the Committee presided over by Lord Mersey, Mr. R. M. Prescott. 
whose admirable report on juries has recently beer’ published (see| Mr, R. M. Prescott, Town Clerk of Sheffield, died in a nursing 
Part II., 1,561 and 1,636-1,644). The report itself, nowever, contains | home at Leeds on the 20th inst. after an operation which had been 
no recommendation on this particular subject. It reports in favour of | performed earlier in the week. Born in 1867, he became ‘own Clerk 
trial by jury of twelve (or of eleven in case of death or accident), but | of Nelson at the age of twenty-four. He was admitted as a solicitor 
it does not allude to what ought to be done when juries are not unani- | in 1898, and in the same year was elected Town Clerk of Glasgow, 
mous. It is to be hoped, however, that when Parliament deals with | put opposition to the appointment of an Englishman was so stiong 
the report it will also take the opportunity of dealing with this im- | that he withdrew. In 19Ul he was appointed ‘own Clerk of Fulham, 
portant matter. All that is wanted is to enable the judge who tries | and six years later he succeeded Mr. Henry Sayer at Sheffield. In 
the case to decide it on the evidence before him if the parties do not | Sheffield ‘he soon showed his ability and tact, and carried out work of 
agree to accept the verdict of the majority of the jury, or if the jury great importance. His knowledge of Parliamentary procedure in the 
are equally divided. An appeal would still lie from the decision of | promotion of private Bills added greatly to the value of hie services, 
the judge, and if the Appeal Court could not come to a satisfactory | particularly in connection with the extension of the city in 1911 and 
conclusion without further evidence, it could obtain such evidence, or | the Sheffield Corporation Act of 1912. He was a man ot great energy, 
as a last resource decide the case against the litigant on whom the’! and his influence at the Town Hall could be traced in the increased 
court considered the burden of proof ultimately to fall. | efficiency of the administration. At one time Mr. Prescott was among 
‘“‘A further great improvement in jury cases would be to abolish | the five selected candidates for the Town Clerkship of London. He 
motions for new trials and substitute for them appeals from the judg- | was married twice, and his second wife survives him. 
— finally spenemanes, = Court of Appeal could then deal with 
such cases as above mentioned. 
“The a oo Committee that the whole law relating 
to juries shou consolidated in a single statute will, it is hoped, 
lead to so desirable a result. Peevision should then be dy for Legal News. 
taking the verdict of a majority; and, in my opinion, both in criminal . 
and = - cases. - mage agp be a fixed proportion of the Appointments. 
whole; and in capital cases, if twelve are to concur, the number of | fr, Kennerm Munro has been appointed by the Archbishop of 
jurors should be increased so as to allow for two or three yo poco | Canterbury Registrar of the Arches Cont of Cuatabany, in succession 
“East Carleton, Norwich.” — to Mr. F. Hugh Lee, who has resigned. Mr. Munro, who was admitted 
« Sir,—Hardly anyone is entitled to speak with higher authority on . — > 1905, has been Assistant Registrar and Record-keeper of 
any legal topic than Lord Lindley, and it is therefore with something ae SEEN Le. ae s 
like dismay that I have read his opinion that statutory ‘ provision should Mr. Henry WarsurtTon has been appointed a Revising Barrister 
be made for taking the verdict of a majority . . . both in criminal and | 0n ~ eer wey seg in place ou ~ _— “yy ~ the 
in civil cases.’ |new Metropolitan Police magistrate. Mr. Warburton was called to 
‘In civil cases the matter is obviously of far less importance, and | the Bar at the Inner Temple in 1882. 
the proposal does not go beyond the enforcement upon both parties of 
an expedient which, as things are, they sometimes accept voluntarily. 
In respect of criminal cases, I believe that the adoption of Lord General. 
agen 2 SS a pone Aye oe Bg = oe After having been associated with the Lambeth Police Court for 
as a eae 7 Secs Seren 5S Corene® 0 | close upon twenty-three years, Mr. Hopkins sat for the last time at 
‘To begin with, disagreements in criminal cases are not at all common. pong ee cer ete Cee oo eC ee Se ee ee 
In the next place, when they do occur they are, nine times out of ten, | ; 
or oftener, substantially acquittals, and are accepted as such by| , : ow ; 
judicious prosecutors. And lastly, in those cases, occurring every now | Wales, held in London on the 19th inst., Mr. T. E. Sampson (Coroner 
and then, where an original difference’of opinions results after a fairly | for the City of Liverpool) was elected president of the society for the 
long discussion in unanimous agreement, the eventual verdict is by no | *Msuing year. 
means always that which would have been supported by a majority as Mr. Justice Avory, addressing the grand jury at Nottinghamshire 
soon _as the original difference of opinion declared itself. Assizes last Saturday, complained strongly of the way the time of 
“‘The purpose of the jury in a criminal case is to convict in cases judges was wasted by cases that ought to be dealt with at Quarter 
where the proof of guilt is sufficient, and in no others, and to satisfy | Sessions. It was almost impossible to forecast the time that the 
the general public that it has decided fairly on the facts. I do not | Assizes would occupy in any place, he said, and as a consequence the 
think it performs, or can ever again perform, this function quite so opening of the commission at Nottingham "had had to be postponed. 
admirably as it did before the Criminal Evidence Act and its necessary | Yet if a judge allowed too much time someone was always found to 
corollary the Criminal Appeal Act were part of the law. On the whole, complain that the judges were idle. For two and a-half days he had 
however, that function is performed very well indeed, and I think it been detained at Lincoln listenjng to the grumblings of the farmers 
would be madness to substitute for our present jury a totally and | over the bad weather of last year. 
essentially different tribunal. The unanimous agreement of twelve i ‘ 7 —“s 
men, each presumably commonplace in character and ability, that there In the House of Commons on the 19th inst., Mr. 8. MacNeill asked 
is practically no doubt of the guilt of the accused is a solid justification the Prime Minister whether his attention had been directed to the 
for proceeding to the extreme of punishment. The vote of a majority | V@Tious notices of opposition to the second reading of the Sir Stuart 
is comething quite different, and, in my opinion, of immeasurably less Montagu Samuel Indemnity Bill ; whether he was aware that opposi- 
value. tion to a Bill of Indemnity, which, being an argent matter, was usually 
passed through all its stages at one sitting, was without precedent in 


“‘These observations, of course, apply only to English juries, and - “sir : ; 
only to criminal cases. ‘* HERBERT STEPHEN.”’ recent times and contrary to the amenities of Parliamentary practice ; 
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and whether, if such opposition be persisted in, the House of Commons 
would be given an opportunity of expressing its view of this method 
of . Mr. Asquith: It is true that Bills of Indemnity for 
penalties incurred under statutes have usually been passed very rapidly 
through all stages in the House of Commons, but I am not aware that 
there is anything that can be called a settled practice in such matters. 


Mr. Kingsley Wood, speaking at East Ham last Saturday on ‘‘ The 
Churches and the Divorce Problem,” said the recommendation limit- 
ing the publication of divorce reports was no doubt correct in inter- 
preting public opinion in this country. The method by which it would 
be effected needed careful scrutiny. The dictum of a London police 
magistrate that the press were present at a certain case only “‘as a 
privilege.’’ was perhaps technically eorrect. It pointed, however, to 
the conclusion that secret inquiries might be much worse. than unde- 
sirable publication of the details of certain cases. Public opinion, 
moral suasion, and the discretion of the editor were often more 
important factors for good than legislative restriction. The freedom 
of the press generally meant free play for public opinion, and was 
certainly in the publication of divorce cases often a deterrent to the 
commission of acts of immorality. 


Mr. W. H. Quarrell, in a letter to the 7'imes on the “ Etiquette of 
the Bar,’’ says : ‘‘ A few years ago I was requested by clients to instruct 
two barristers (both members of Parliament) to advise upon certain 
proposed clauses in a draft Bill to be brought forward in the House 
of Commons. I pointed out that there might be some professional 
difficulty, and then, at my clients’ wish, delivered the instructions 
and paid the fees. A few days afterwards I received a call from 
the clerk of the senior counsel, who shewed me a letter from the then 
Attorney-General, Sir J. L. Walton, to the effect that, in his opinion, 
the two. counsel should not advise on this particular matter, as it 
was one which would come up for debate in the House of Commons, 
and their action in that House might thereby be fettered or. prejudiced. 
My papers were returned to me and the fees repaid, and my respect 
for the two counsel was in no way diminished. ‘The two barristers in 
question were Mr. T. Horridge, K.C. (the present judge), and Mr. 
¥. E. Smith. Evidently there should be some clearly defined principle 
in these matters to guide the public and solicitors. I aleo desire to 
know whether there be a distinction between contentious and non- 
contentious business.”” 


At Marlborough-street Police Court on the 20th inst., before Mr. 
Mead, Queenie Gerald, twenty-six, described as an actress, of Abing- 
don House, Haymarket, was charged on remand with having lived on 
the earnings of certain young girls. A young girl under eighteen years 
of age was now called as a witness, and gave evidence as to visiting 
the flat. The defendant had offered her honest work, and the witness 
had no complaint to make as to how she treated her. Mr. G. Beyfus 
said the defendant would plead not guilty, would reserve her defence, 
and would call her witnesses at the trial. Mr.. Mead -formally 
remanded the defendant, intimating his intention to commit her for 
trial next week, and allowing bail in £500 and her own recognisances 
in £1,000. A hairdresser, who stood bail, asked by Mr. Muskett 
how long he had known the defendant, replied ten or twelve years. 
He knew her in the name of Gerald. Her proper name was Mre. ——, 
and ehe was a married woman. Mr. Beyfus asked that the correct 
name of the defendant should not be published, and the magistrate 
remarked that it was a secret inquiry. The press were present as a 
concession, and to the representatives of the press Mr. Mead remarked, 
**You fully understand you are here as a privilege.” 


At the meeting of the London County Council on Tuesday, Mr. 
E. L. Meinertzhagen moved the confirmation of a recommendation of 
the Local Government Committee to spend on capital account a sum 
not exceeding £3,800 for the purpose of acquiring land adjacent to 
the site of the Sessions House in Newington-causeway. He stated 
that the land was wanted for the purposes of an enlarged schedule of 
accommodation which the Standing Joint Committee had decided to 
be necessary for the transaction of the Quarter Sessions business. The 
cost of erecting and equipping the new Sessions House was £100,000 
according to the original estimate, but having regard to the increased 
cost of materials and labour the revised estimate of the gross cost of 
the new building, based on the preliminary plans, would be approxi- 
mately £121,700. The gross cost would ultimately be reduced by the 
sum received from the sale of the Clerkenwell Sessions House pro- 
perty. Mr. I. Tasker moved that the recommendation should be 
referred back, and Mr. F. C. Dove seconded. Major Gray supported 
the amendment to refer back the recommendation. He said the New- 
ington Sessions House was incapable of expansion, and in an unsuitable 
position. Twenty years hence it would be unable to meet the require- 
ments of London, which wanted a Sessions House to last for a century. 
The amendment wae negatived by 37 votes to 12, and the committee’s 
recommendation was confirmed. 


In the House of Commons on Wednesday, Mr. Royds asked the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer whether any claims for increment value duty had 
been made since the decision of the House of Lords in the case of Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue v. Herbert and others ; and, if eo, from what 
datum line increment in such cases was being calculated, and on what 
value the statutory allowance of 10 per cent. was being made. Also 
whether, in view of the fact that minus site values had-been held by 
the House of Lords to be legal, and that no claim for undevelo land 
duty could arise in respect of such sites, which comprised in tland 





® considerable area of land, he would introduce legislation to put un- | 


developed land in England on the same footing as in Scotland. Mr. 
Masterman (Secretary to the Treasury): Claims for increment value 
duty have been made since the decision referred to. Increment value 
is being calculated from the datum line of the original assessable site 
value or substituted site value, as the case may be. The allowance of 
10 per cent. is made, where the occasion is the first occasion for the 
collection of the duty, on the original assessable site value or the sub- 
stituted site value. The whole question of minus site values is under 
consideration, and I fear my right hon. friend is not yet in a position 
to add anything to the answer which he gave on the 7th ult. to the 
questions of the hon. and learned member -for West St. Pancras and 
the hon. member for Chelmsford. 





Way Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Limrrep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. *Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Keoistaass 1x ATTExDANCE oO” 
Date Emereaxcy Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
, Rota. No. I, Joron. Wagrtveroy. 
Monday June 30 Mr Leach Mr Jolly Mr Goldschmidt Mr Bloxam 
y July 1 Goldschmidt G 1 Rl Jolly 
Wednesday ..,. 2 Borrer Bloxam Farmer Synge 
Thursday...... 3 Syuge Goldschmidt Church Farmer 
» © Farmer Leach Greswell Charch 
ao» & Church Borrer Leach Goldschmidt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Sare@ayt. AsTBurY. 
Mr Greswell Mr Synge 
F Church Borrer 
Goldschmidt Leach Jolly 
3 Jolly Leach Borrer Bloxam 
a Bloxam Borrer Synge Goldschmidt 
6 Synge Greswell Jolly Farmer 








Mr, Justice 

Date, Nxvitue. 
Monday June 30 Mr Borrer 
Tuesday July 1 Leach 

Wednesday... 2 

Thursday...... 

Saturday ...... 


Mr. Justice 
E 


Greswell 











The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


June 24, July 1 and 8.—Mesers, Desewuam. Taewson, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: 
Freehold Premises, Freehold Ground Rents, Residences, Building, and Residential 
Eatates (see advertisement, page ii., May 31). 

Jane 30.—Mesera. Danret Suire, Som & Oaxuer : Freehold Cottage Residence 
and Freehold Agricultural Holding (eee advertisement, page iii, May 24). 

June 30.—Messrs. Exstis & Som, at the Mart, at 2; Freehold Building Site and 
Premises (see advertisement, page iii, this week). 

Jane 30.—Mesers. Gro. Hzav & Co., at the Mart, at 1: Shop Properiy, Flats, and 
Dwelling House (see advertisement, page iii, June 21). 

July 1, 23, 29, 30, 31.—Mesers. Humeear & Furr, at the Mart: Freeholi Estates 
and ror (see advertise nent, front page, May 31). 

J i. ~ Hampton & Sons, at the Mart: Residences (see advertisement, back 
page, June 21). 

July 3.—Messra. Dawiet Suits, Son, & Oaxutey: Freehold Residential Estate, &c. 
(see advertisement, Pe iii, May 24). 

July 3.—Mesers, H. E. Fosrax & Caanriz.p, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, Policies, 
&c. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

July 7.—Meesrs. Duyx, Soman, & Coverpate, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground 
Rents (see advertisement, page iii. June 21). 

July 7.—Mr. J. Taxvor, at the Mart, at 3; Freehold Building Site and Freehold and 
Copyhold Estate (see advertisement, page iii, June 21). 

aly oa Hampton & Sons, at the Mart: Residences (see advertisement, back 
is week). 
uly 9.—Messrs. Eowrw Fox, Bovsrierp, Buawerrs, & Bappsrey, at the Mart: 
Freehold Builoing Land (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

July 9, 10.—Mesers. Nicnosas, at Chippenham: The Dauntsey Dairy Farms (see 
advertisement, page 597, June 14). 

July 10.—Mesers.Ertoaet, at the Mart,at 1: Freehold Ground Rent (see advertise- 
ment, back page, this week). 

July 11.—Messrs. Extis & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold Proper- 
ties (see advertisement, page iii, this week). 

July 15.—Messra, Farxseotark, E.vtis & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Fraehold Resi- 
dences (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

July 15.—Mesers. Inureoop & Maatie, at Guildford, at 2: Country House and 
— (see ae psge iii, this week). 

y 21.—Mr. Wx. Hoveaton, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Building Si . 
user, page iis, dane 21). : . ding Site (see adver 
uly 22.—Mesars. Desewnam, Tawsow & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Fr rt, 
(see advertisement, page iii, this week), : ree 








Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lucrep rm Omamnorey. 
London Gazette,—FRiDaY, June 20. 
A. CHATTERTON & Co (St. LBONARDS), LTD.—Creditors are reqtti 


names and addresses, and the particulars of their d laims. : 
on or before July 12. Persy Phipps, liquidator. manoie poe ay eee a 





, to send theif 


CARDIFF AND BRISTOL CHANNEL STSAMSHIPS, LTD.—Creditors a 
=_ ‘ Ly tye $= = a y the Es ot prerapw doy oes 
’ Corn st, Bristol. Barry & Harris, Bristol 
for = liquidator. ~ - er. 
East SURREY CouNTY CLUB HousE, Ltp.—Creditors are uired, 
to send in their names and addresses, with particulars © of their Pn theres Cale, 
to Ebenezer George Feild, Perty Villa;St Johns, Earlswood, Surrey, liquidator. 
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GeorGE Woop. Sons & BLack, Lrp.—Ctedi uired, on or before Juns 30, 
to send in their names and and fa parti of their debts or claims, 
to T' omas Dudley Marshall, 10, Bush In, Cannon st, liquidator. 

GRIMSBY PAINT. OIL AND VARNISH MANUFACTURING Co, Lrp.—Creditors are mage 
on or before July 29, to send ae Dames and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Mr. Wilfrid Smailes, Ocean chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull. 
Jackson & Co, Hull, solors for the liquidator. 

HAWKSWORTH AND HEATON, L7D.—Creditors are required, on or before Jul == 
send their names and addre-ses, and the sastheaians of their debts or c 
aoe aaa 20, Acresfield, Bolton. Fielding & Fernihough, Bolton, ay 4 
the liquidator. 

NITED FOOTRALL AND ATHLETIC CLUB Co. (IN VOLUNTARY ep ey 
Creditors are required, on or before July 19, to send in their n»mes and addresses, and 
— of their debts or claims, to William Bi:ch, 79, Haywood st, k, 
liquidator. 

J.T. IRELAND & Co. Lip. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 28,to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Thomas Enoch Lowe, 73, Lichfield st, Wolverhampt ‘n, liquidator. 

PrRack RIVER LANDS, Ltp. (IN VOLUNTARY RO —Creditors are required, on 
or before Aug. 19, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their 
debts or claims, to William Barclay Peat, 11, Ironmonger ‘in, liquidator. 

SHELLEY & Co, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 10, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. Wilson, 23, 
Devereux ct, Essex st, Strand, liquidator. 

Ska SALVAGE Co, Lb .—Creditors are required on or before “July 31, to send in their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. H. Peat, 11, 
Ironmonger In, liquidator. 

SIERRA MORENA COPPER MINES, LTp.—Peta for eo ey presented June i4, directed 
to be heard July 1. Pritchard & Co, fainter’s Hall, Little Trinity In, agents for 
Boote & Co, solors for the petor, Notice of appearing must reach the above named, 
not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of June 30. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, June 24. 


BARTON-ON-SEA LAND Co, Ltp,—Petn for winiing-up, presented June 19, directed to 
be heard July 8. E Flux & Co, 21, Gt St Helen’s, agents for Arthur Cottrell, Walsall, 
solor for the petnr. Notice of appearing mast reach the above named not later 
than six o'clock in the afternoon of July 7. 

H. GRAHAM GLEN (WORTLEY), Lp. (IN VOLUNTARY Bi memege Poy are 
required, on or before July 14, to send their names and ad and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Frederick Charles Crosland, 2, Basingkall sq. Wm. 
Bateson, Leeds, solor to the liquidator. 

INVESTMENT AND CONVERSION Trust, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented June 19, 
directed to be heard July 8. Bennett & Ferris, 68, Coleman st, solors for the peturs. 
ae ge, must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the after- 
noon of July 

KUHN’S PROCESSES, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION). ry are uired, on or 
before July 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to John Mackintosh, 43, Vernon house, Southampton row, liquidator. 

MILES & MIL+s, LTD. —Creditors are required, on or before July 5, to send their names 
and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to John Baker, c.o. Baker, 
Sutton & Co, Eldon st House, Eldon st, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, June 20. 


Win BERG AND SHWARTZ, LTD. 
NBNOASPLE UPON-‘TYNE VAUDEVILLE Cup, LTD. 

Hotso STEAM HEATING SYNi ICATE, LTD 

COxON’S (MELBOURNE), LTD 

FOREIGN AND COLONIAL LIGHTING, LTD. 

PEACE RIVER LANDS, LTD. 

CHARLES BOWMAN, Lp. (Reconstruction). 

JOHNSON SECRET WIRELESS TELEGRAPH AND TELEPHONE TESTING SYNDICATE, LTD. 
Luna PARK PARIS, LtD. 

MARTIN WELLS & ¢o, Lrp. .« 

LEEK UNITED FOOTBALL AND ATHLETIC CLUB Co, LTD. 
LEVER SPRING Co, LTD. 

ROBERT CANDLISH & Son, LTD. 

R. F. B. SYNDICATE, LTD. 

SOUTH AFRICAN OIL Co, Lrp, 

UNION CORPORATION OF EoyPT, LTD. 

A. CHATTERTON & Co. (ST LEONARDS) Lp. 

J. MILLER & Sons, Lrp. 

BRIDLINGTON AND DISTRICT UNIONIST CLUB Co, Ltp. 


London Gazette.—TUESDA7, June 24. 


LESTER AND ASHWOOD, LTD. 

WITLEY HILLS DEVELOPMENT, Lp. 

W. E. CANTRELL & Vo, LTD. 

LAND AND LEASEHOLD SECURITIES Co, LTD. 
CARBON WICKS, LTD. 

L. HOLLAND & Co, LTD. 

BARBER TEA Co, Lrp. 

W. J. DEAN & €o, LTD. 

ROADAMANT Co, Lt. (Peconstruction). 
AMATEUR SPORTS PUBLISHING Co’ Ltp. (Reconstruction.) 
CATERHAM PUBLIC HALL Co, LTD. 

COUNTY BUSINESS TRANSFER AGENCY, LTD. 
PLEASURES, LTD. 

INTER-ARGENTINE, SYNDICATE, LTD. 
PHILLIPS’ DAIRIESs, LTD. 

EMPIRE MACHINERY SyNDICcATE, LTD. 
PLANTERS (¥.M.S.) RUBBER ESTATES, LtD. 
KENNEL (1909), LTD. 

Bareman, SON & Co, LTD. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Dar or Cram, 
London Gasette.—Faipar, June 20, 

Bort, Eawgst, Fulham rd. July 9 Butt and’ Another v Tapper, Neville J. Palmer, 
Seymour pl. Bryanston sq 

Forses, | ea Westgate on Sea Oct. 8 Thornton and Others v Forbes and Another, 
Neville, J, Wilson, Cecil eq, Margate 

Haaaison, Tuomas, Liantwit- tay Mining Engireer July 30 Frarms and Others 
v =. Warrin and rdy Ee nt, J. L, Phillips, Ponty 

Pascar, Casarn Antorne, Wilbury ove pan J 17 dian s Pascal, gate in 
Chambers, Room No. 602, Royal Courte of Justice 12 Serjeants-inn 





London Gazette:—Tuxspay, June 24. 


Rarex, Jonw, High Church, = Yarm, eg Am soit Proprietor July 2% Hird 
v Raper, Sargant, J, Fawcett, Finkle st, 8 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, June 17. 


ALGER, ROSE, Holland Park Court, Kensington July 26 Lamb & Co, Ironmonger In 

—_, a WALTER, Bristol, Licensed Victualler July 14 Perham & Sons 
risto 

ARKWRIGHT, Rev RICHARD EDEN 8ST AUBYN, Shrewsbury Aug 1 Pickering & Co, 

Stone bldgs, Lincoln's Inn 

AVEY, MARy ELIZABETH, Pelaw, Durham Aug 12 Modlin, Newburn on Tyne 

BIRD, SAMUEL, Leamington y eg Builder Aug 1 Campbell & Co, Warwick 

——— ALFRED, Great wvod, Lancs, Cotton Spinner July 14 Hey wood &Co, 
anchester 

Socaaes, CHARLES EDWARD, Hove, Brighton July 30 Arnold & White, Great Marl- 


Bonwit, i, owas FLETCHER FREEMAN, Bramley, Leeds July 14 Harrison & Sons, 


Carumnala, EMMA, Evesham, Worcester July 14 Mitchell, Halifax 

CLARSON, ARTHUR ABEL, Tamworth, Draper July 26 Nevill & Matthews, Tamworth 

Coupoys, HENRY FANSHAWE GRIFFITH, Baghdad, Persia July 31 Leslie & Hardy, Bed- 
‘ord row 

DAVISON, ANN, South Shields July 31 Newlands & Newlands, South Shields 

DowNTON, 1 HOMAS HENRY, Brighton July 20 Attenborough & Sons, Thavies inn, Hol- 


born cireus 
— bes Av@usta, Hartley Wintney, Hants July 81 Sismey & Cook, Serjeants’ 


| ROBERT, Clitheroe, Lancs, Coal Merchant Auglé4 Baldwin & Co, Cli 
ELLAM, JAMES. Sevenoaks, Kent July15 Leighton & Savory, Clement's ion, Stran 
EMMENS, STEPHEN ALEXANDER, Bryanston sq, Marylebone July 12 Stow & Co, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 
wimapees, le Chorlton-upon Medlock, Manchester July 15 Chapman & Qo, 
anchester 
FLEMING, EDWARD WILLIAM, Folkestone July 18 Norton & Co, Old Broad st 
FURNESS, ALFRED, Eastbury ter, Beaumont sq, Mile End July 31 Savery & Stevens, 
Fen ct, Fenchurch st 
HENN, EMMA, Scarborough Augi Cook & Co. Scarborou a 
HEWARD, EDWIN PETER, uildtord July 5 Mellersh, God: 
HODGMAN, GEORGE, Stevenage, Herts July 15 Bendall @ Sone, Ss cwrmarket 
HOOK, CHARLOTTE ISABELLA, Bognor July 20 Staffurth Bognor 
HOPTON, ALFRED, Russell sq July 25 Evans & Co, Gray's Inn sq 
HonTox, WILLIAM Pinao, Chailey, Sussex July 16 Lewis & Co, Albany Court yard, 
i y 
HUNT, JOHN ALFRED, High st, Shoreditch ne | 16 Winter & Plowman, Besinghall at 
JAMES, ALICE, West ‘Eal ng July 12 Meredith & Co, New sq, Lincoln's Inn 
JAMES, THOMAS EGBERT LIDIARD, Halton House, Balham hill July 31 tiga Bath 
LAING, MARY ANN, Newcastle upon Tyne July 14 W;) Newcastle upon Tyne 
LARKIN, RICHARD HENRY BLATCHFORD, Cavendish rd, m July 26 Capron & Co, 
Savile pl, Conduit st 
LEWIS, CHARLES, Smethwick Staffs, Fitter July 12 wets 4& Ore, Birmingham 
MANNING, JAMES MICHAEL ALoysIUs, Liverpool A Ashby & Clothier, Liv: I 
MONCREIFF, Rev Rt Hon Ropert CHICHESTER, , Baron Moncrieff, Tullebole, 
Kivross-shire Augit Burman, Birmingham 
PAPE, ALBERT, West Hartlepool, Merchant Ju'y 15 H W-Bell, Hartlepool 
PETERS, THOMAS, Torriano av, Camden rd July 16 Rexworthy & Co, Cheapside 
PLOWMAN, EMILY, Bexhill on Sea July 16 Winter & Plowman, Il st 
RIDDELL, CHRISTIANA PoRTER, East Wallsend, ‘Northumberland July 21 Macdonald 
Neweastle on Tyne 
RIPLEY, HARRY DILLON, Sussex pl Regent’s pk July 18 Horne & Birkett, Lincoln's 
inn flelds 
SAUNDERS; HARR ET, Kingswoodrd Penge July 19 Eves & Jones, Mark lane 
*REPHERD, PHILIP, Oakcroft rd, Lewisham July 26 ‘Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 
SPEN@KR, SARAH, Leeds June 30 Sim Co 
STONEBANKS, ROBERT GEORGE, Felling on Tyne June 12 Bennett & Maddiagn, New- 
castle upon Tyne 
Stusss, JoHN HeaTH, Leamington July 81 Stubbs & Latham, Bush lane House, 
Cannon st 
TREW, the Rev JOHN, Drighlington, Yorks July 17 Clough & Crabtree, Cleckheaton 
TWELVES, Lee 4 YHuMAS, Newbold Moor, or Chesterfield Aug 12 Stanton & Walker, 
Chesterfic 
VELUTINI, JOSE ANTONIO, eet Viejo a Pineda Caracas, Venezuela July 3 Oppen- 
heimer & Co, Copthall a 
WEAR, RICHARD, Whetstone, ” Miadlx, Warehouseman Aug 13 Hubbard & Son 
Cannon st 
West, CARRIE, Southampton July 29 Paris & Co, Southampton 
WHITE, THOMAS, Bromegrove August 15 Barr & Co, Leeds 
WILSON, JoHN HENRY, Manchester, Cotton Manufacturer July 14 Heywood & Co 
Manchester 
Woop, ANN ELIZA ARCHER, Kingston on Thames July 16 Tyrrell & Co, entated Court 
yard, Piccadllly 


London Gatette.—FRIDAY, June 20. 


Ane, nes SALESBURY, Great Lindford, Bucks Aug 1 Murray & Co, 

nin 

ALBU, SOLOMON, Aberdare gdns, South Hampstead July 21 Albu, Cheapside 

ALDERSON, GEORGE BIOHARDSON, Middleton Saint George, Durham, Farmer June 28 
Steavenson & Co, Darlington 

BARCLAY, ROBERT, Dorking, Surrey July 29 G & G Keith, Southampton st, Holborn 

oe Lucy MARIANNE, Newcastle under Lyme July 21 Warner & Beswick: 

e 


y 
BrIRcH, EDWARD, Willenhall, Staffs July 7 Baxter, Willenhall 
BRADBURY, HENRY, Crosspool, Sheffield, Grocer July 15 Pye-Smith & Barker, Sheffield 
CLEMENT, FLORENOR IsaBEL, York st, Portmansq Aug 4 Pollard, Cannon st 
CLEMENT, GEORGE SYDNEY, York st, Portmansq Aug4 Pollard, Cannon st 
CooreR, ALBERT, Huntingdon, Chemist Aug9 Hunnybun & Sons, Huotingdon 
CowkN, SARAH, Gamblesby, Cumberland July 19 Cant & Fairer, Penrith 
CozENS, ALFRED, Darenth rd, Stamford Hill July 20 Tatham & Co, Queen Victoria st 
DEARLOVE, SARAH JAQUES, Harrogate July 9 Titley & Paver-Crow, Harrogate 
Evans, JOHN, East Dulwich rd July 16 Fielder & Co, Raymond bidgs, Gray's inn 
FLEMING, Rev HueH, Windermere, Westmorland July 20 Church & Co, Liscolu’s 


inn fields 
FURNESS, THOMAS, Chesterfield, Chemist Aug2 Bunting, Chesterfield 


GaTLiF¥, DoroTHy, Eaton sq July 16 Sayle & Co, Queen Victoria at 
Gass, RICHARD, po apace | Northumberland Railway Clerk July 19 Ryott & 
Swan, Newcastle upon Tyne a 
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LAW 





FIRE 


INSURANCE SOCIETY LIMITED, 


No. 114, Chancery Lane, London, W.C. 





BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw the 





Fire. Personal Accident and Disease. 
Domestic Servants. 


Burglary. 


Property Owners’ Indemnity. 


attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 


Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


Fidelity Guarantee. 
Third Party. 


Workmen's Compensation, including 
Plate Glass. 





DIRECTORS— 
CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Esq.. J.P., Chairman (formerly of Johnson, Raymond-Parker ~~ Lincoln's Ina). 


ROMER WILLIAMS, 
GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 
H. D. BEWES, Esq. (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 
L..C. CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row. 
F. E. E. FAREBROTHER, FEeq. (Fladgate & .), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 
HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Eeq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
E. 8. FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 


Westminster. 
Cc, W. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co,), Lincoln's Inn. 

W. A. T. HALLOWES, . (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 

EDWIN HART, . (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row, 

E. CARLETON HOLMES, Esq.(formerlyuf E. Carleton Holmes, Fell& Wade), Bedford Row. 
FRANCIS KEGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford. 

HARRY W. LEE, > 5 Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster, 

DILLON R, L. LOWE, . (Lowe & Co,), Temple Gardens. 


Eeq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk Hovse, 


t. 

FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Fomerset Btreet. 
WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Mariborougb Street 
RONALD PEAKE, Feq. (Peake, Rird, Collins & eit Bedford Row. 

JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Fsq. (Morrell, fon & Peel), Oxford. 

THOMAS BAWLE. Esq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Be lord Row. 

J. E. W. RIDER pat (Rider, Heaton & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 

GEORGE L. 8STEWA T, Eeq. (Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

‘lhe Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street. 

J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

R. W. TWEEDIE, Faq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. , 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street. 
E. H, WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 

E. TREVOR LL, WILLIAMS, Esq., J.P., Clock House, Byfleet, Surrey. 








SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT, 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 


This Society, consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Cveteesten, INVITES 


APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICITORS, TO WHOM IT 1S 
business on the most favourable terms. it enjoys the highest reputation 
Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Uffice, 
oftiered to the Policy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance 


O OFFER SPECIAL FACILITIES for the Insurance 


age Prospectuses and Proposal 


for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 


he business of the Society is confined to the United Kingdom, and the security 


Companies. 








GORRELL, the Rt. Hon. JoHN, BARON GORELL OF BRAMPTON, Kensington Park gdns 
July 18 Bird & Bird, Gray's Inn sq 

HALDER, Mary, York Augil6é Crombie & Sons, York 

HARMAN, EDWIN, Worcester July 31 Southall, Worcester 

HARWOOD, ELIZABETH ANN, Sheffield Aug 30 R dgers & Co, Sheffield 

— EDWARD LOVELL, St. Leonard's on Sea July 25 Carless, St. Leonards on 

a 

HENDERSON, HENRY CooPER, St James's st July 18 Tylee & Co, Essex st, Strand 

JENNER, ALICE EpITH, Acton, Middix July 21 Christopher & Son, Argyll pl 

JONES, GWEN, Penrhyndeudraeth, Merioneth July 16 George & George, Criccieth 

— WILLIAM WEBSTER, Liandudno, Carnarvon Augl Lawson, & Co, Man- 
chester 

LINTON, JOHN, Buckden July 17 Fowler, Huntingdon ” 

Lunp, Rev THOMAS WILLIAM May, Liverpool July 31 Batesons & Co 

MILLS, ELIZABETH, St Helens, Lancs July 20 Tickle, St Helens, Lancs 

near THOMAS WILKINSON, Higher Openshaw, Manchester July 21 Pollitt, Man- 
chester 

MORGAN, OCTAVIA FLORA, Bournemouth, July2 Hart & Munby, Scarborough 

MYRTLE, JonN, St John’s Woodrd July 17 Geo & Wm Webb, Devonshire sq 

NAYLOR, CHARLES EDWARD, Bognor Augl Sowton & Co, Chichester 

NELSON, HANNAH, South Shields July 31 Wheldon, South Shields 

NORMAN, WILLIAM EpWaRD, Edenbridge July 21 Turner, East Grinstead 

PARKER, NELLY, Davies st, Berkeley eq Augi8 Janson & Co, College hill 

PARSONSON, GEORGE WILLIAM, Sudbury, Suffolk July 14 An irewes & Co, Sudbury 

PAYNE, MATILDA MARY, Harbord st, Fulham Palace rd Aug 1 Whittington & Co, 
Bishopsgate 

PIKE, ALICE kMMA, Bristol July 19 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 

Pork, KOBERT CLEMENTS, Rochester July 22 Arnold & Co,.Rochester 

PRICE, BARRINGTON, Southsea July 25 Austin & Austin, Clement's inn, Strand 

SHAKESHAFT, HENRY, Nantwich, Chester July 26 Munro, Nantwich 

SHEPHERD, HARRIETT, Sandiacre, Derby July 31 Smith, Manstield 

Siupson, HENRY THOMAS, Southsea, Hants July 31 Blake & Co, Portsmouth 

SMITH, ELWAND, Horbury, Yorss Augi4 Hirst, Dewsbury 

SPILSBURY, BARBARA, Princes sq, Bayswater July 31 Vincent & Vincent, Budge row 

STONEBANKS, ROBERT GEORGE, Felling on Tyne July 12 Bennett & Maddison, New 
castle upon Tyne 

STREET, FREDERIC, Victoria, British Columbia July 17 Flaigate & Co, Craig's ct, 
Charing Cross 

STURGEON, JAMES MARSHALL, Stanton, Suffolk, Farm Contractor Aug 5 Greene & 
Greene, Bury 3t Edmunds 

THOMAS, WILLIAM HENRY, El Paso, Texas, America Aug 31 Surr & Co, Laurence 
Pountney bill 

THORLEY, MARY, Tutbury, Staffs July 21 Cull & Co, Ashbourne 

VaRDY, JOSHUA LAMBERT, Portsmouth July i Pink & Marston, Portsmouth 

WARDALE, FRANCIS CHARLES, Bognor July 21 Staffurth, nor 

WHEELDON, GEORGE, Blidworth, Notts, Butcher July 31 Smith, Mansfield 

WHiITs, ROBERT, Barnard hill, Muswell Hill July 31 Marshal & Co, King st, Ham- 

i meramith 
WHITELOCK, JOSEPH ALBERT, Meldon, Northumberland Aug 12 Webb, Morpeth 


London Gazette—TvuESDAY, June 24. 


ALBURY, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Reading, Architect July 21 Stallwood, Reading 
H, Frep, Shipley, Yorks, Spinner and Manufacturer Aug Last & Betts, Bradford 
BRADBURNE, FREDERICK ASHE, Bramshaw Lodge, nr Lyndhurst, Hants July 31 Green 
& Co, Southampton 
BRADLEY, THOMAS WILLIAM, Bristol, Draper July 31 Trapnell, Bristol 
—_—— ane WIEDEMANN BARRBTT, Asolo Veneto, Italy Aug 5 Smith & Co, 
adon a 





BRYANT, THEODORE HENRY, West Hampstead Augi1 Bristows & Co, Copthall bidgs 

BusuBy, THOMAS, Choriton upon Med.ock, Manchester, Pharmacist July 30 Wise & 
Wise, Manchester : 

CALDWELL, ma LOUISA MARSH, Talke, Staffs July 30 Barnard & Taylor, Lincoln's 
inn fields 

CLARKE, EMILY, Blackheath July 23 Whatley & Son, Lincolu’s inn fie'ds 

CoLpoys, HAROLD FANSHAWE GRIFFITH. The notice inserted in the Londun Gazette, June 
17, in tue matter of Henry Fanshawe Griffith Colpoys, deceased, the Chri-tian 
name of Henry was, by mistake, inserted instead of Harold the correct name 
being as above Leslie & Hardy, Bedford row 

DAVIES, THOMAS, Carew,Pembroke July5 Stokes & Stokes, Tenby 

DAVIS, LAURA HARRIET, Clifton, Bristol Aug 9 Meade-King & Co, Bristol 

Dawes, ELLEN, Burton upon Trent July 21 Drewry & Newbolt, Burton on Trent 

FAULKNER, EDWIN, Old Trafford, nr Manchester July22 Welsh & Sons, Manchester 

GaRBUTT, ANN PEARSON, Loftus in Cleveland, Yorks Aug 27 Buchannan & Sons, 
Whitby, Yorks 

GATLIFF, DoroTHY, Fatonsq July 16 Sayle & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Gipson, HELENA ADELAIDE, Margate Augi1 Harris & Hwris, Sittingborne 

GRAINGER, Rev HENRY WILLIAM, Graffham, Sussex July 31 Pitfield, Petworth 

GRINSLADE, SAMUEL PERKINS, Hollydale 1d, Peckham Augl Potter & Co, Queen 
Victoria st 

HABRAM, JULIE, St Cloud, Paris July 24 Slauchter & May, Austin friars 

HINKINS, MARY ANN, Manchester June 30 Lloyd & Divies, Manchester 

Houpen, Ropert, Blackdurn July 17 Wilson & Co, Ciitheroe 

JACQUES, SARAH ANN, Star st, Edgware rd July 21 Stollard, Arundel st 

JEFFERIS, SARAH ANN, West Didsbury, Manchester July 17 Heywood & Co, Man 
chester 

JOHNSON, ANN, West Hartlepool July 15 Rell, West Hartlepool 

LAYTON, RACHEL, Cornwall ter, Regent's Park Augi1 Dickons & Aked, Halifax 

LEACHMAN, WILLIAM BRADSHAW, Leeds, Engineer Augl Dawson & Chapman, Leeds 

LEWIS, ALFRED, Pembury rd, Clapton, Draper's Clerk July 24 Dunkerton & Son, 
Bedford row 

LEWIS, HENRY, Wallasey, Stationer July 14 Peace & Darlington, Liverpool 

MACNAMARA, Lady SopHIA ELIZA, July s0 Arnold & White, Gt Marlborough st 

MAXTED, JE-SE EDWIN, Mansfield, Notts, Quarryman July 25 Alcock, Mansfield ; 

MOGAREL, MaRY ROSINA, Queen’s Gate, Kensington, Sept1 Frere & Co, Lincoln's 
inn fields 

NELSON, MaRY, Rotherham July 31 Kesteven, Sheffield 

NEW:ON, CHARLES CARTER, Surbiton, Surrey July 25 Gerald & Marshall, New %4, 
Lincoln's inn 

OTWAY, GEOKGE, Petworth, Sussex July 31 Pitfield, Petworth 

P¥ENNINGER, CASPAR, West Didsbury, Manchester July 31 Innes, Manchester 

Rovcu, ANN ELIZABETH, Moseley, Worcester Aug 16 Campbell & Co, Warwick 

SANDELANDS, JOHN, Seaton, Cumberland, Joirer July 18 Cape, Workington 

SHaw, Eviza, Ashton under Lyne, Lancs July 6 Baguley, Ashton under Lyne 

Smits, HENRY, Gislingham, Suffolk, Veterinary Surgeon July 26 Fowell & Co, 
Norwich 

SoLomon, Lacy, Bexhill on Sea, Sussex July 28 Gellatly & Son, Dock House, 

illiter st 


B 
SPENCER, PERCIVAL, Aberdeen pk, Highbury, Aeronaut July 20 Engall & Crane, Bed- 
ford row 
TARR, ANN EmMA, Clifton, Bristol July 31 Trapnell, Bristol 
THOMAS, HENRY, Liverpool July 8 Simpson & Co, Liverpool . 
TOLFREY, HENRY ENOS, Shortiands, Kent, Plumber July 31 Weller, Bromley, Kent 
WALKER, GEORGE WILLIAM, Galusborough, Pork Buteher July 21 Robbs & Bell, 
Gainsborough 
WARRING, JOHN CURNEW, Sheffield July 31 Walthall & Pritchard, Birmingham 
Wess, WILLIAM, St. John’s sq Smithfield August 6 Allen & Son, Carlisle st 
WHITELOCK, JOSEPH ALBERT, Meldon, Northumberland August 12 Webb, Morpeth 





AE! 


Upw: 
Ss 
*ppili 


an 


ecds 
Son, 


oln's 


Bd, 


June 28, 1913. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 57.] 637 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 13. 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AKROYD, FRED, Todmorden, York, Auctioneer June 24 at 
10.15 County Court House, Bankhouse st, Burnley 
BENNETT, JOHN FRANCIS ALOYSIUS, Wigan, Painter and 

Decorator June 24 at 12 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, 


Bolton 

BENSON, ISIDORE, and HENRY HART Hart, Station 
approach, Clapham Junction, Tobacconist June 25 at 
11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

BRIGDEN, ALFRED WILLIAM, Rochester, Kent, Insurance 
Agent June 23at3 115, High st, Rochester 

CAWSTON, GEORGE H, Eton av, Han.pstead June 2% at 
11,80 Bankruptcy b'dgs, Carey st 

CHEETHAM, DIANA ELIZABETH, Chorley June 24 at il 
Off Ree, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

CLEASE, F MEREDITH, New Bond st, Health Specialist 
June 24at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

COLLINS, ERNEST, Wedderburn rd, Hampstead June 24 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldygs, Car-y st 

FARNELL, WILLIAM JOHN, Edgeley rd, Clapham, Salesm*n 
June 24 at 11 Bankruptcy bid.s, Carey st 

GRUNDY, THOMAS, Mayow rd, Sydenham June 25 at 11 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

GUNNELL, ERNEST WALTER MORTON, Chelmsford, Essex 
> Contractor July 2at2 Shire Hall, Chelms- 


lo 
HALES, BERTIE CHARLES, West Malling, Kent, General 
Carman June 25 at 11.30 9, King st, Maidstone 


HELLIWELL, SETH, Loxley, Yorks, Farmer June 26 at 12 } 


Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield. 

Jacoss, Jac B, Bancroftrd, Mile End rd, Merchant 
June 25 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

JOHNSON, WILLIAM WALTER, Exchange parade, fSouth- 
wark, Builder June 25 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

MARCHANT, ARTHUR, Devereux ct Strand, Solicitor, June 
25at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MCADAM, SARAH ELIZABETH, Windsor rd, Forest gate, 
June 25 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Pork, SARAH, Romsey, Hants, Paker and Confectioner, 
June 23 at 11 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High 
tt, Southampton 

PYEtT, JOSEPH HAROLD, Crosby, Lancs, Joiner June 24 at 
ll Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liver 


pool 

REMINGTON, GEORGE LE V, King’s Bench walk, Temple 
July3at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

RoBINSON, RICHARD ALF ED, Evering rd, Clapton, Refresh- 
ment Caterer June 30 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

SWINHOER, ERNEST, Gunterstone rd, West Kensington, 
Juy 2atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

TAYLOR, THOMAS, Manchester, Fancy Bazaar Proprietor 
June 23 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

TILBROOK, WILLIAM, Haverhill, Suffolk, Coal Merchant 
June 21 at 2.45 Town Hall, Haverhill . 

TuBURY, ALBERT, Koundwood rd, Willesden, Grocer 
July 2at 11.30 Bankrupucy bldgs, Carey st 

VANDERPUMP, PAUL EDWARD. South sq, Gray’s inn, 
Solicitor July 2at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WHITE, CHARLES, Wormwood st, Traveller July 3 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WILLIAMS BROTHERS, Bethnal Green rd, Cheesemongers 
July 2atl1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

WILLIAMS, RICHARD, Eryncethin, nr Bridgend, Collier 

__ June 21 at11 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

YEOMANS, ERNEST EDWARD, Bridlington, Joiner June 23 
at4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 


Amended Notice substituted for that pub‘ished in the 
London Gazette of June 6: 


LASCELLES, HAROLD LESLIE, Gloucester rd, South Ken- 
sington (as previously gazetted) 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BARBER, HELEN, and WILLIAM SYDNEY BARBER, Billings- 
gate market, Fish Salesmen High Court Pet April 10 
Ord June lu 

BATTEN, Ex NEST CHARLES LAMBOURN, Parkstone, Poole, 
Dorset, Musician Poole Pet May27 Ord June 9 





t 





Benson, IstpoRE and HENRY HART Hart, Station 
approach, C!apham jnct, Tobacconists Wandsworth 
Pet May 10 Ord June 9 

BROWNING, WILLIAM. White Hall, Guilford s Middlx 
High Court Pet June 10 Ord July 31 

CLARKE, Harry; Hoveringham, Notts, Cattle Dealer 
Nottingham Pet June 7 Ord June 7 

DAVIS. EMANUEL, Edgbaston, Birmingham, 
Birmingiiam Pet May 8 Ord June 11 

DE CAIROS, MANOKL, Manchester, Manufacturer Man- 
chester Pet Junell Ord June 11 

EDRIDGE, ARTHUR CHARLES, Catifield rd, East Ham 
High Court Pet May 21 Ord June 11 

EMMETT, ROBERT, Warrington, Butcher 
Pet June 11 Ord June lt 

FARNELL, WILLIAM JoHN, Edgeley rd, Clapham, Sales- 
man High Court PetJune9 Ord June 9 

Goosk, FRANK HARRY, Norwich, Bookseller 
Pet June 11 Ord June 11 

KING, ALFKED WILLIAM, Slough, Bucks, Butcher's Mar 
ager Windsor Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

KNIGHT, JUHN HARRY, Warwick, Coal Merchant Warwick 
Pet June10 Ord June 11 

LAWRENCE, FREDERICK WILLIAM PETHICK, Red Lion ct 
Fleet st HighCourt Pet April 26 Ord June 11 

LONGMAN, SYDNEY, North End rd, Kensington, Com- 
mission Agent HighCourt PetApril10 OrdJune 10 

MAKSHALL, JOHN, Ashton under Lyne, Traveller Ashton 
under Lyne Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

MASON, EDWARD Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Not- 
tingham Pet May 21 Ord June 9 

MCADAM, SARAH ELIZABETH, Windsor rd, Forest Gate 
High Court Pet June9 Ord June9 

MILES, GEORGE, Burnham, Somerset, Butcher Bridg- 

High Court Pet 


Traveller 


Warrington 


Norwich 


water Pet June9 Ord June9 

PHILIPS, JOSEPH, Downs rd, Clapton 
May 8 Ord June 10 

PopPE, eae, Romsey, Hants Southampton Pet June 11 

une IL 

ROBINSON, RICHARD ALFRED, Evering rd, Clapton, 

— Caterer High Coure Pet June 9 Ord 
une 9 

Scott, F E BorToN, Birkenhead High Court Pet April 21 
Ord June 10 

SEWELL, ADOLPHUS CHARLYS, Hampton, Middlx Kingston, 
Surrey Pet April 9 Ord June } 

STANLEY, WILLIAM, Leeds Butcher's Assistant Leeds 
Pet June 11 Ord June 11 

TAYLOR, THOMAS, Manchester, Fancy Bazaar Proprietor 
Manchester Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

WAINWR GHT, HARRY CHEEIHAM, Edgeley, Stockport 
Pork Kutcher Stockport Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

WARSEVECK, HERMANN, Abingdon House, Piccadilly, 
Financial Agent HighCourt Pet Novl4 Ord June9 

WELLS, HaRhtY, Vo!lingham, Notts, Licensed Victualler 
Nottingham Pct May 20 Ord June 9 

WHITE, CHARLES, Wormwood st, Traveller High Court 
Pet Juve ll Ord June 11 

WHITWORTH, SIDNEY, Edwinstowe, Nottingham, Farm 
Labourer Sheffield Pet June ll Ord June 11 

WYNN, MELVERN JONES, Crown chmbrs, Kegent st 
Court Pet May6 Ord June 11 

YEOMANS, ERNEST EDWARD, Bridlington, 
Scarborough Pet June9 Ord June 9 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


CoTTton, WALTER EDMUND HAMILTON STAPLETON, Can- 
terbury, Dental Uperator Canterbury Pet Oct 12 1912 
Ord April 29 

TANCOCK, JOHN, Ropley, Hants, Farmer 
Pet Aug 8,1912 Ord June 1L 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gazette.—Torspay, June 17. 


ALLEN, THOMAS LAXTON, Newmarket St Mary, Suffolk, 
Hotel Keeper Cambridge Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

BALMFORTH, BENJAMIN, Huddersfield, Hairdresser, Hud- 
dersfieli Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

CHURCHILL, WILLIAM WILD, Manchester Salford Pet 
May 29 Ord June 12 

CLARKE, WILLIAM JABEZ, Holt, 
Societies’ Secretary Norwicn 
June 14 

Cook, JAMES, Great Grimsby, Grocer Great Grimsby 
Pet June 4 Ord June 13 

CooKE, CYRIL ANNESLEY, Milford, Surrey, Farmer Guild- 
ford Pet June 12 Ord June 12 


High 


Yorks, Joiner 


Winchester 


Norfolk, 
Pet June 


Friendly 
14 Ord 





Ety, Epwiy, Grainsby, Lincs, Fish Merchant Great 
Grimsby Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

GAY, ALBERT, Birmingham, Engineer Gloucester Pet 
May 26 Ord June 9 . 

Incs, HERBERT GEORGE, Itchen, Southampton, Builder 
Southampton Pet June12 Ord June 12 

KELLER, ALFRED OTTO, Wynchfield, Stamford Hill, 
Veneer Cutter High Court Pet June 13 rd 
June 14 

LiInsty, HERBERT JoHN, Cambri’ge, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Cambridge Pet June 11 Ord June 13 

MANSELL, WILLIAM FREDERICK CHARLES, Penkridge, 
Farmer Stafford Pet/i!May 27 Ord June 12 

MORGAN, JOHN JONES, Monyash, Dervy, Farwer Derby 
Pet Junei2 Ord Jane 12 

O'GoRMAN, JosepH, Angell rd, Brixton, Comedian High 
Court Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

PERKINS, JOSEPH GORDON, Uxford st Hereford Pet June 
12 Ord June 14 

Potts, HENRY CHARLES, Eastbourne Eastbourne Pet 
June 14 Ord June 14 

RAWLINGS, HOWARD WILLIAM, Luton Stationer Luton 
Pet June 18 Ord June 13 

REVELL, HENRY ARMSTRONG, Blackpool, Collector of 
Fishery Statistics Preston PetJune 13 Ord June 13 

SHILLINGTON; WILLIAM JOHN, Liverpool, Grocer Liver- 
pool Pet May 30 Ord June 12 

STEWART, WILLIAM, Bowlee, Unsworth, Lancs, Farmer 
Bolton Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

TUCKETT, JAMES, Foley st, Portland pl High Court Pet 
May 20 Ord June 12 

WALKER, ALFRED, Sheffield, Draper Shefficid Pet June 
1z Ord June 12 

WILKES, STEPHEN, Walsall, Lock Manufacturer Walsall 
Pet June 138 Ord Juve 13 

WILLETT, CHAR'ES HENRY, Leeds, Advertisement 
Canvasser Leeds Pet June 12 Ord June 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BREEZ?, ‘JOSEPH, ERNEST, Gloucester, Coal Merchant 
June 25 at3 Off Rec, Station rd, «loucester 

CLAbKE, HARRY, Hoveringham, Notts, Cattle Dealer 
June 25 at11.30 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Not- 
tingham 

COOKE, CYRIL ANNESLEY,Sattenham, Milford, Surrey, 
Farmer June 25 at 2.30 County and Borough sails 
North st, Guildford, Surrey 

DAVIES, THOMAS LEWIS, Ammanford, Gro er June 26 at 
12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

DAVIS, EMANU-L, Birmingham, Traveller June 25 at 
11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 1¥1, Corpuration st, Birm'ng- 


ham 

DE C:IROS, MANOEL, Manchester, Manu‘actarer June 
26 at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

EMMETT, ROBERT, Burtonwood, nr Newt n le Wil!ows, 
Lancs, Butcher June 25 at 2.30 Uff Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 

HooKER, WILLIAM GEORGE, Aylesbury, Cal Merchant 
June 26at12 1 St Aldates, Oxford 

INGs, HERBERT GEORGE, Itchen, Southampton, Builder 
June 25 at 11 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High 
st, Southampton 

KELLER, ALFRED OTT0, Wynchfield, Stamford Hill, Veneer 
Cutter June 8) at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

KING, ALFRED WILLIAM, Slough, Bucks, Butcher's Mavager 
June 25 at12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

LERWILL, WILLIAM HENkyY, Eastbourne, Retail Jeweller 
June 25 at 12 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

LORNE, JOHN, Fiskerton-cum-Morton, Notta, Innkeeper 
June 25 at 11 Off Rec, 4 Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

MANSELL, WILLIAM FREDERICK CHARLES, Penkridge, 
Staffs Farmer June 26jat 3 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle 
Staffs 

MARSHALL, JoHN, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancs, Traveller 
June 26 gt 3°30 Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Masog, EDWARD, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler June 
25 at 3°30 Off Rec, 4 Uastle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

MILES, GEorGR, Burnham, Somerset, Butcher June 25 at 
11°30 Off Rec, 26 Baldwin st, Bristol 

MORGAN, JOHN JONES, Monyash, Derby, Farmer June 26 
at 11°30 Off Rec, 12 St Peter’s churchyard, Derby 

O’GORMAN, JosEPH, Angell rd, Brixton, Comedian June 
30 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

PATTINSON, GEORGE FREDERICK, Lanercost, Cumberland, 
Farmer June 25at 12.30 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

PEARCE, THOMAS, Fleetwood, Lancs, Fish Merchant 
June 25at 11 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


aa, 


FUND, LIMITED, 


MOORGATE STRIBT, LONDON, 


ESTABLISHED in i880. 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
' SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Jpwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation 


Suitabie 
*pplication. 


Clauses for insertion in Leases ur Mortgages of Litensea Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &c., under 


a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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SEALEY, Henry Josern, Hall Green, Warwick, Builder 
Jane 2% at 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 


Deantaghom 

STANLEY, Writzam, Ilkley, Butcher's Assistant June 25 
at3 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

ToPHAM, ALFRED, Nottinghay, Lace Manufacturer June 
25 at 3 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Tuckerr, Jamus, Foley st, Portland pl July 3 at1 Bank- 

tey bidgs, Carey st 

WAINWRIGHT, HARRY CHEETHAM, Stockport, Cheshire 
Pork Butcher June 27 at11 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

WELIS, MARRY, Navenby, Lincs,* Licensed Victua)ler 
— 25 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castile pl, Park st, Notting- 

am 

WILKES, Stepney, Waleall, Lock Manufacturer June 26 
at 12 Off Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wolverhampton 

WILLET?, CHARLES HENRY, Leeds, Advertisement Can- 
Vasser June 25 at 3.30 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ABUD. CHARLES JosEPH, St Leonards on Sea Hi'h Court 
Pet May 5 Ord June 12 

ALLEN, THOMAS LAXTON, Newmarket St Mary, Suffolk, 
Temperance Hote] Keeper Cambridge Pet June 12 
Ord June 12 

BALMPORTH, BENJAMIN, Hu‘dersfield, Hairdreseer Hud- 
dersfield Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

CLARKE, WitusamM Janez. Holt, Norfol*, 
Societies’ Secretary Norwich Pet June 14 
June 14 

CLEASE, FREDERICK MEREDITH, New Bond st, Health 
Specialist High Court Pet May 20 Ori June 12 

Cook, JAMES, Great Grimsby, Grocer Great Grimsby 
Pet June 4 Ord Juve 13 

ELY, EDWIN, Grainshy. Lincs, Fish Merchant 
Grinishy Pet June IS Ord June 13 

FILMER, ALFRED EDWARD MORGAN Prick, Watford, Herts, 
Boot Dealer St Albans Pet May 5 Ord June 14 

HARRIGON, SARAH GERTRUDE, Alcester, Warwick Warwick 
Pet June 7 Ord June 13 

Harrison. Triomas, Aleester, Warwick, Manufacturer 
Warwick Pet June 7 Ord Juve 13 

Ings, HERBERT GEORGE, Itchen, Southampton, Builder 
Southampton Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Jacons, JACOB, Bancroft rd, Mile End rd, Merchant High 
Court Pet May 16 Ord June 14 

KELLER, ALFRED Ort, W ynchfield, Stamford Hill, Veneer 
Cutter High Court Pet June 13 Ord June 14 

LASCELLES, HAROLD LESLIE, Gloucester rd, fouth Ken 
af High Court Pet May@ Ord June 18 

LEACH, ARTHUR, Troston. Suffolk, Farmer Bury St. Ed- 
munds Pet May 2 Ord Jane 14 

Luyesy. Hensert Jonny, Cambridge. Fancy Goods Dealer 
Cam ge PetJunell Ord June 14 

Moa@as, Joux Jowes. Monyash, Derby, Farmer Derby 
Pet Jone 1? Ord June 12 

O'Gorman, Josern, Angell rd, Brixton, Comedian High 
Court Pet June18 Ord June 13 

PERKING, Josern Gorpon, Hereford, Herefor! Pet Tan 
12 June 12 

Ports, HewRY CHARLES, Fastbourne Eastbourne 
Junel4 Ord Jane 14 

RAWLINGS, HOWARD WILLIAM, Luton; Beds, Stationer 
Luton Pet June 18 Ord June 13 

REVELL, HENRY ARMSTRONG, Blackpool, Collector of 
Fishery Statistics Preston Pet Junei13 Ord June 
13 


Friendly 
Ord 


Great 


Pet 


SEALEY, Hewry Josern, H:ll Green, Warwick, Builder 
Birmingham Pet May 16 Ord June13 

SHILLINGTON, WILLIAM JonN, Liverpool, Grocer 
pool Pet May 30 Ord June 14 

STEWART, WILLIAM, Bowlee, Unsworth, Lancs, 
Bolton Pet June 18 Ord June 13 

SwInHo®, ERsest, Gunterstone rd, West Kensington 
High Court Pet May °2 Ord June 14 

Tripury, ALBERT THOMAS HARRY, Roundwood rd, 
Willesden, Grocer High Court Pet May 17 Ord June 12 

VANDERPUMP, PAUL EpwARD, South sq, Gray's Inn, 
Solicitor High Court Pet April25 Ord June 12 

WALKER. ALFRED, Sheffield, Draper Sheffield Pet June 12 
Ord June 12 

WILKES, StepHen, Walsall, Lock Manufacturer Walsal! 
Pet June 18 Ord June 13 

WILLETT, CHARLES Henry, Leeds, Advertisement Canvasser 
Leeds, Pet June 12 Ord Jane 12 


Liver- 


Farmer 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 


ALEXANDER, HENRY, Upper Richmond rd, Putney, Boot 
Dealer Wandsworth Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Bootu, A A, Bridlington, Yorks, Joiner Scarborough Pet 
June5 Ord Janel 

RRSRETON, J E, Trevor Vills, Ammanford, Medical Practi- 
tioner Carmarthen Pet May 27 urd June 18 

CAYLESS, STANLEY CLIFFORD, Victoria st, General Dealer 
High Court Pet April 30 Ord June? 

CONNOCK, HERBERT GucRGE, Shepton Mallett, Somerset, 
Butcher Wells PetJune17 Ord June17 

COTTAM, JAMES, Dudley, Pork Butcher Ducley Pet June 
16 Ord June 16 

Crow, EpmunNp, Thorner, Yorkshire, Butcher York Pet 
May 26 Ord June 16 

FARMER, JAMES, Siddington, Glos, Farmer 
Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

FOSDICK, RICHARD, Bridlington, Yorks, Coal Exporter 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June2 Ord June 17 

Fox, EDMUND ARTHUR, Leeds, Artificial Teeth Maker 
Leeds Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

GLOssoP, REGINALD, Park ln, Antique Dealer High Court 
Pet May5 Ord June 13 

HEAVERSEDGE, FRANK, Barnsley, 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

HULME, JONATHAN, New Bury, nr Farnworth, Lancs, 
Confectioner , Bolton Pet June4 Ord June 18 


Swindon 


Fruiterer Barneley 





JACKSON, JAMES HENRY, Whalley Range, Man -hester, 
Working Plumber Salford Pet June17 Ord June 17 

JERVOISE, DUDLEY ALAN LEsTOCK CLARKE, Eastbourne, 
Eastbourne Pet May 27 Ord June 17 

KEEN, HyMAN, Leeds, Woollen Merchant 
June 14 Ord June 14 

KR&ETZSCHMAR, CURT, Kingly st, Regent st, 
High Court Pet June2 Ord June 18 


Leeds Pet 


LEE, DANIEL WILLIAM CARTAN, Paper bldgs, Temple | 


Barrister at Law High Court Pet Mar 18 


June 18 

THE L¥yTONSTONE Motor ENGINEERING (Co, Leyton- 
atone, Engineers High Court Pet May 27 
June 18 


Lonangy, Ernest Jonny, Longney, Glos, Fruit Dealer | 


Gloucester Pet June 16 Ord June 16 


Lowe. Josepu, Overend, Cradley, Worcester, Innkeeper 


Stowbridge Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
MATHEWS, JOHN, 
Pontypridd Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
MILLINerTon, JouN, Lichfield, Grocer Wa sall 

14 Ord June 14 
OwEN, WILLIAM Roger, Carnarvon, Grocer Bangor 
June 17 Ord June 17 


PRATT, W. Secorns, Preston Park, Brighton Brightcn 


Pet May 30 Ord June 17 


RAND, WALTER THOMAS, Ashwell, Herts, Butcher Cam- | 


bridge Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

SHAMBROOK, JxESsst, Hoddesdon, Herts, Nurseryman 
Hertford Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

TIGWELL, GEORGE ALLEN, Leatherhead, Tobacconist 
Croydon Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

TROTT REGINALD WALTER, Bristol, Commission Agent 
Bris ol Pet June 17 Ord June 17 

WHITER, SAMUEL, Leeds, Tal‘or's Presser Leeds Pet June 
16 Ord June 16 

WiLLetT’, Jouy, and ARTHUR WILLETT, Leman st 
Whitechapel, Corn Dealers High Court Pet June i8 
Ord Jane 18 

WILSHAW, HARRY, Redditch, China Dealer Birm ngtam 
Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Wrigat, Joun WILLIAM, Parlington, Saddler Stockton 
on Tees Pet June 17 Ord Junel7 








Do you know __.. 
Dr. LAHMANN’S 


COTTONWOOL 
UNDERWEAR ? 


If not, be advised and send for 
particulars and Free Cuttings. 
THE LAHMANN AGENCY, 
245, HICH HOLBORN, W.C, 


/ 




















A NGO (seman A XSISITION, | 


CRYSTAL PALACE. 


INNUMERABLE ATTRACTIONS. 

BANDS of GRENADIER and IRISH GUARDS 
GREAT VARIETY ENTERTAINMENTS. 
Return tare, including admission to Palace, from most 
London Tube and Underground Stations, Is. 6d. 
Motor "Bus service from West-end. 


Furrier | 


Ord | 


Penygraig, Glam, Colliery Roadman | 
Pet June 


Pet 





THE GHURCH ARMY 


Earnestly asks Aid for its ¢xtensive Work 
(Social and Evangelistic) on behalf of the 


OUTCAST AND DISTRESSED. 


120 LABOUR HOMES and similar inetit u- 

tions for reclamation of criminals, loafers, 

and social wreckage generally, male and 
female. 


YOUTHS’ HOMES. FARM COLONY. 


Numerous Probation Officers under Proba- 

tion of Offenders Act. FUNDS, Old 

Clothes, and Firewood Orders (3s. 6d. per 

100 bundles) urgently required. Also offers 
of VOLUNTARY SERVICE. 


LEGACIES EARNESTLY REQUESTED. 


Cheques, crosse:l ‘‘ Barclays’, a/e Church 

Army,” to PREBENDARY CARLILE, 

Hon. Chief Secretary, Headquarters, 

55, Bryanston Street, Marble Arch, 
London, W. 











FATHERLESS CHILDREN. 


INFANT ORPHAN ASYLUM, WANSTEAD. 


This Institution, as its name implies, is for the reception 
| of Infant Children, whose parents once occupied a good 
| position. They are admitted at the very eartiest age 
| Up to sven, and are clothe i, mainta ned and educated 
| until 15 years old. 

| Apply to the Secretary for Forms of Nomination. 

| New Annual Subscriptions are urgently 
| needed, 

| Bankers : Williams Deacon’s Bank, Ltd. 

| Uttices : 63, Ludgate Hill, E.C, 


Comme. HARRY C. MARTIN, R.N., Secy. & Supt. 





ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


| FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (Incorporated). 


49, LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 
and 262, UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


Patroness: HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 
| President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIESD, G.C.V.0. 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 


| Number of patients weekly, 800. 
This Hospital has no Endowment. 
‘Help is earnestly appealed for to 
| carry on the work. 


| A Donation of £10 10s. constitutes Life Governorship. 
| Secretary-Superintendent, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN. 


| BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT. 
Buntingford, Herts. 
| Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 
For Gentlemen suffering from Alcohol and Drug Inebriety; 
| also for Gentlemen convaleacing after illness. Ina most 
healthy part of the country ; 18 acres of grounds ; about 
| 350 feet above sea-level, Quarter mile from Station, G.&.B. 
Iwo Resident Physici No Infecti or Consumptive 
| Cases taken. Inebriety Patients are admitted voluntarily 
| ouly, either privately or under the lnebriates Acts. Terms 
| from 24 gus. Telephone: P.O. 3, Buntingford, Tele 
etaphic aduress: “ KesiDENT, BUNTINGFORD.” 











Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOUSE, 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


For Gentlemen under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
F. 5. D. HOGG, M.R.C.8., &., 
Medical Superintendent. 
Telephone: P.O. 16, RICKMANSWORTH. 





INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER, 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES, 


Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A. 
M.D. (Camb). Principal: HENRY M. RILEY, Assoc, Soc 


Study of Inebriety. y years’ Experience. Excellent 
and References. For terms and particulars 

apply Miss RILEY, or the 

TELEGRAPHIO ADDRESS ; 


Principal. 
“MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 


| 


BRIEF CARRIER 


Various Qualities from 18/6 each. 





MUlastrated List Free on application: 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Lid. 


191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON,E.C, 














